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Abstract 
 Competitive sport teams are required to perform in highly pressurised situations and 
although some teams are able to withstand challenging conditions, many experience 
damaging effects during setbacks and adversity. Developing an understanding of how 
athletes withstand the pressures of competitive sport and sustain excellence has recently been 
addressed in sport psychology through the study of psychological resilience (Fletcher & 
Sarkar, 2012; Galli & Vealey, 2008; Gucciardi, Jackson, Coulter, & Mallett, 2011). However, 
understanding how teams positively adapt despite encountering the demands of competitive 
sport has been largely overlooked. The purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to investigate the 
construct of team resilience in elite and competitive sport. The thesis is organised into seven 
chapters. Chapter one explores the challenges and pressures that competitive sports teams 
encounter and provides a brief overview of group dynamics in sport psychology research. 
Chapter two reviews the construct of psychological resilience, recent developments in sport 
psychology research, how resilience at the team level has been defined and conceptualised in 
general psychology and why it is important to extend team resilience research to the sport 
context. Chapter three provides the results of the first study of team resilience in elite sport. 
Specifically, the construct of team resilience is defined in the context of sport and the 
resilient characteristics of elite sport teams are investigated. Chapter four explores team 
resilience in the world’s best athletes using a case study of a rugby union World Cup winning 
team and a number of psychosocial processes underpinning team resilience are discussed. 
Chapter five presents the findings of a season-long investigation using ethnography to 
identify team resilience development strategies and techniques in competitive sport. Drawing 
on the findings of the aforementioned three studies, Chapter six describes the results of the 
first team resilience intervention in sport psychology. Specifically, a quasi-experimental 
design was employed to quantitatively assess between-group differences in a season-long 
team resilience intervention. Finally, Chapter seven presents a summary, discussion, and 
conclusion of the thesis. Overall, the research reported in this thesis has presented the first 
systematic set of studies of team resilience in sport psychology and has provided a 
framework to better understand how to mobilise the psychosocial resources that exist in 
teams to withstand the stressors they collectively encounter. 
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Chapter One: Introduction 1 
 
Chapter One: 
Introduction 
 
The arena of competitive sport contains numerous examples of teams that achieved 
success despite a poor track record, setbacks, and encountering highly challenging situations. 
The 2011 Japan women’s soccer World Cup winning team provide one such example of a 
team that overcame the odds of success at the highest level of sport against a backdrop of 
national adversity and a poor performance record at the elite level: 
The Japanese women’s soccer team is nicknamed ‘Nadeshiko’, after the pink plant 
that is used to personify the attributes of an ideal Japanese woman – neatness, 
resilience and loyalty . . . all those qualities, and more, were on display as they lifted 
their first World Cup . . . Since the March 11 earthquake [in 2011], tsunami then the 
Fukushima [nuclear plant] catastrophe, Japan has been reeling . . . Nadeshiko Japan 
won the World Cup by beating the biggest women’s soccer power in the world game. 
A team they had never beaten in 25 previous meetings. Team USA dominated 
Nadeshiko Japan for long periods, led the game twice, but could never put the game 
to bed. Team USA goalkeeper Hope Solo offered her congratulations to Japan, 
saying: “I truly believe that something bigger was pulling for this team. As much as 
I’ve always wanted this, if there were any other team I could give this to it would 
have to be Japan” (Ender, 2011, para. 1-7.). 
 The comment by the USA goalkeeper in the above quote pointed to a seemingly 
elusive aspect of the Japanese performances and provided an intriguing insight into the 
eclectic mixture of collective attributes that many successful competitive sports teams 
develop. Teams at the highest level of sport are required to compete in massively pressurised 
situations, in large stadiums, in front of thousands of supporters, and often in a tense and 
hostile atmosphere. Indeed, modern team sport operates in a commercial sector with 
increasingly high stakes for business owners, coaches, and members of teams. To illustrate, at 
the 2014 FIFA soccer World Cup there were 3.2 billion viewers with one billion people 
watching the final and tournament tax receipts for the host nation, Brazil, were in excess of 
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seven billion US dollars (FIFA, 2014). The implications of failure at the highest levels of 
team sport can be severe. For example, the ramifications of Brazil’s humiliating 7-1 defeat in 
the 2014 World Cup semifinal created uncertainty about the upcoming presidential election 
given the negative mood which prevailed amid such high public expectations of World Cup 
success (Tharoor, 2014). Similarly, the recent failure of England’s 2015 Rugby Union World 
Cup team resulted in dismissal for the Head Coach, conflict within the team following team 
member leaks to the media about their reasons for failure, huge criticism from former 
England representatives, and an extended period of negative media exposure (De Menezes, 
2015).  
 In contrast, teams such as the 2011 and 2015 New Zealand rugby union World Cup 
winning teams, have managed to sustain excellence over some time, recently winning a 
record third World Cup, despite high profile past failures, a reputation for ‘choking’ at 
critical moments, and high public expectation (Hodge & Smith, 2014). In professional soccer, 
both Greece (in 2004) and Denmark (in 1992) overcame huge odds to win the European 
Championships. Greece won the Championship despite being 150-1 outsiders and having 
never won a match at a major tournament (McNulty, 2004). An explanation of the unlikely 
success of the Greece team was highlighted in the following quote: 
Before UEFA Euro 2004 kicked off, the normal talk was of which superstar would 
come out on top in the battle for the European title. In the end, a totally unsung group 
of players were to triumph . . . Ultimately, it was a team without recognisable stars 
that conquered Europe. Greece’s stunning success provided an example to the rest . . . 
[that] with hard work, belief, the necessary good fortune, and unbending team spirit, 
anything is possible” (UEFA, 2014, para. 1-9).  
Similarly, Denmark won the 1992 Championship despite not qualifying for the 
tournament and only being included due to the withdrawal of Yugoslavia, who were in civil 
war. One Danish team member, Kim Vilfort, explained why they succeeded despite their late 
inclusion, and only having one week’s notice to prepare a squad: “We had fantastic spirit. 
The team wanted to win and that’s a very good thing when you’re at the highest level. When 
we were under pressure against Germany [in the final], it was the spirit that helped us” 
(Chowdhury, 2012, para. 28). 
These examples illustrate how many teams have achieved sporting excellence, often 
against the probability of any success, and despite the presence of adverse situations. 
Moreover, these teams’ achievements indicated that it was not enough to perform as a 
number of individuals but as a collective. Therefore, understanding how teams such as the 
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2011 Japan World Cup winning women’s soccer team are able to withstand the massive 
challenges they experience in competitive sport, whereas others capitulate, represents an 
intriguing area for the study of group dynamics within the field of sport psychology.  
The introduction to this thesis is organised into five sections. In the first section I 
explore my personal reasons for exploring team resilience in sport. The second section 
discusses the demands and challenges that teams encounter, their potentially negative effects, 
and the importance of team-level investigations that seek to understand how teams can 
withstand these demands. The third section provides a summary of relevant psychological 
constructs in sport psychology in the context of stress and pressure. The fourth section briefly 
introduces the concept of psychological resilience in sport. In the fifth section, I explain the 
purpose and structure of the thesis. 
1.1 Why Study How Groups Function During Pressurised Situations and Adversity in 
Sport? 
I have always been intrigued by team dynamics in sport. It was my experience of 
team sports participation that influenced my interest in group and team functioning. In 
basketball, I experienced reaching the national university finals and competing in national 
league competition with a group of athletes who were often individually less talented than 
other more prestigious teams yet as a collective often achieved beyond expectations. I also 
gained a number of benefits from team sports participation including strong relationships, 
enjoyment as a group, lifelong friendships, and experiences of collective highs and lows. 
However, it was the experience of success despite challenging situations and the ability to 
overcome the odds that seemed particularly interesting as a team member in competitive 
sport. My academic interest in the study of teams was developed during my first degree in 
‘Business and Sport’ and also my Master’s degree in Sport Science, to better understand the 
transfer of sport psychology to business and vice versa.  
However, my interest in the psychology of group dynamics during pressurised 
situations emerged following a period of working as a Company Director of a small business. 
During this period, I encountered a number of challenging situations and stressful 
experiences during difficult periods (e.g., maintaining effective business and social 
relationships during difficult periods, employing and effectively managing staff during 
challenging events). Returning to work in higher education some years later, and eventually 
as a Head of Department, I became increasingly aware that I tended to manage team 
pressures effectively while others seemed to be negatively affected by issues such as conflict, 
frustration, relationship breakdowns, and high workloads. Over time, I became aware that my 
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earlier business and sports experiences of working in groups during pressurised situations had 
shaped my perspective on how I approached stressful circumstances in teams. During the 
completion of a Master’s in Leadership and Management, I sustained my interest in teams 
and effective functioning during stressful situations, and decided to pursue a PhD to extend 
my interest in team dynamics in the context of sport. While the area of group dynamics in 
sport psychology had received much attention, I felt that there was little focus on specifically 
investigating how teams can positively use their collective resources to perform under 
pressure while striving for excellence. At the individual level of sport, understanding how 
individual athletes withstand the pressures of elite sport has been addressed in recent years by 
the study of psychological resilience. I felt that while we had gained knowledge about 
individual performance during pressurised situations in sport, there was less attention 
directed towards how teams should collectively respond during challenging situations. 
Conceptualised at the team level, it is the study of team resilience that seeks to address how 
sports teams can utilise their collective resources to positively adapt to the stresses and 
challenges that exist in competitive sport. 
1.2 Understanding Demands and Stressors in Sport from a Team Perspective 
 As highlighted earlier, competitive and elite sports team environments are often 
characterised by conditions of highly stressful periods, adversity, and pressurised situations. 
In sport psychology research, the term ‘stressors’ is often used to encompass the range of 
environmental demands that individuals encounter in sport (cf. Fletcher, Hanton, & 
Mellalieu, 2006). Teams can encounter a range of stressors that are specific to the group 
context. For example, team stressors include blame from others for making a mistake, letting 
team-mates down, tensions in the team, relying on others for success, and interpersonal 
demands (Holt & Hogg, 2002; Levy, Nicholls, Marchant, & Polman, 2009; Mellalieu, Neil, 
Hanton, & Fletcher, 2009; Nicholls, Polman, Levy, Taylor, & Cobley, 2007). Furthermore, 
Hanton, Fletcher, and Coughlan (2005) identified that team-related stressors included a 
negative team atmosphere, lack of support from others, poor role structure, and 
communication breakdowns. More recently, Kristiansen, Murphy, and Roberts (2012) 
identified that team-specific stressors in elite sport such as intense and excessive competition 
for selection, frequent comparison with other teammates, led to lower morale and poor team 
performance. Although this research describes the types of stressors within team 
environments, surprisingly, there is a lack of research that seeks to understand how teams can 
withstand and adapt to such challenges. 
1.3 Psychological Concepts Relevant to Sport Performance in the Context of Stressors 
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 Understanding human behaviour in the context of the difficulties and challenges that 
individuals encounter has received much attention from psychology researchers across a 
range of subdisciplines. The following section provides a discussion of particular 
psychological concepts that sport psychology researchers have investigated to better 
understand athletes’ experiences of managing the stressors and demands of competitive sport. 
 1.31 Mental toughness and competitive sport. Early sport psychology research 
provided broad descriptions of mental toughness suggesting that it indicated the ability of 
athletes to apply positive approaches towards challenging situations (Loehr, 1982). In the last 
20 years, there has been considerable interest in understanding mental toughness in sport 
(see, for a review, Gucciardi & Gordon, 2011). In the first scientific investigation which used 
qualitative approaches, Jones, Hanton, and Connaughton (2002) defined mental toughness as:  
Having the natural or developed psychological edge that enables you to, generally, 
cope better than your opponents with the many demands (competition, training, 
lifestyle) that sport places on a performer and, specifically, be more consistent and 
better than your opponents in remaining determined, focused, confident, and in 
control under pressure (p. 247). 
Jones et al. (2002) also identified a number of personal attributes that characterised 
the mentally tough athlete including: self-belief; having internalised motives to succeed; 
bouncing back from setbacks; and, accepting that competition anxiety is inevitable and 
knowing you can cope with it. While the area of mental toughness has received much support 
(e.g., Bull, Shambrook, James, & Brooks, 2005; Thelwell, Weston, & Greenlees, 2005), there 
remains little consensus about whether mental toughness should be conceptualised as a trait 
(Clough, Earle, & Sewell, 2002), or what it enables mentally tough athletes to achieve  (Jones 
et al., 2002), or as a process (Coulter, Mallett, & Gucciardi, 2010). Conceiving mental 
toughness as an absolute, fixed concept has been regarded as problematic since athletes’ 
abilities vary during the course of their development (Crust, 2008). Furthermore, conceiving 
mental toughness as a global set of characteristics has received some criticism since a number 
of sport-specific differences in the type and levels of mental toughness have been identified 
(Gucciardi, Gordon, & Dimmock, 2008) resulting in the development of measures specific to 
particular sports (Gucciardi & Gordon, 2009). Indeed, despite extensive research during the 
last 20 years, Gucciardi, Jackson, Hodge, Anthony, and Brooke (2015) argued that debate 
still remains “as to the core attributes that characterise this concept” (p. 102). Interestingly, 
the reference to ‘toughness’ has also raised some concerns (Crust, 2008) since there might be 
less desirable aspects of being mentally tough (e.g., not adhering to rehabilitation 
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requirements following injury) and indeed it is questionable whether ‘toughness’ overlooks 
the role of athletes’ social support systems (e.g., from loved ones) and might imply that 
mentally tough athletes should suppress emotions (e.g., sadness, dejection). The reference to 
‘mental’ also points to cognitive aspects of human behaviour which, perhaps, overlooks the 
role of affective and behavioural factors. Finally, a problematic aspect of mental toughness 
research is the lack of consensus regarding its conceptualisation, prior theory and empirical 
research which continues to elude scholars (Gucciardi & Hanton, 2016). 
 1.32 Hardiness. The scientific construct of hardiness emerged from the study of 
individual differences in response to stressors and acts as a buffer to major life challenges 
(Maddi et al., 2006). Three attitudes (3Cs) underpinning hardiness have been revealed in 
psychology research: commitment (e.g., having a deep attachment and involvement in the 
activities individuals pursue despite stressful situations), control (e.g., having the desire to 
influence outcomes during stressors) and challenge (e.g., having a positive approach to 
changing circumstances) (Kobasa, 1979; Maddi et al., 2006). Hardiness is generally 
conceptualised as a stable personality disposition (Sheard, 2009) and in the area of sport 
psychology, hardiness has been identified as a desirable personality construct for athletic 
performance (Sheard & Golby, 2010). For example, Golby, Sheard, and Lavallee (2003) 
showed that professional rugby league athletes competing in Australia reported high levels of 
hardiness. Moreover, professional elite rugby participants reported higher levels of hardiness 
than their subelite counterparts (Golby & Sheard, 2004). Specifically, Golby and Sheard 
(2004) found that international competitors were characterised by the highest level of 
hardiness and were more likely to view challenges as opportunities for growth and cope 
effectively. Sheard and Golby (2010) also reported that international sport performers 
reported significantly higher levels of hardiness scores than those athletes competing at lower 
levels. This study extended previous research by investigating wider samples of athletes 
drawn from a broad range of sports. This supported hardiness theory that suggests that 
individuals high in the three attitudes of commitment, control, and challenge are more likely 
to manage difficult situations effectively (Kobasa, 1979; Maddi et al., 2006). Importantly, 
however, Sheard and Golby (2010) also explained that their findings showed that the 3Cs 
only accounted for modest variance in differences between competitive levels in sport and 
that hardiness should be viewed as a predictor variable alongside other concepts such as 
mental toughness. Interestingly, hardiness has also been regarded as a pathway to resilience 
during stressors (Bonnano, 2004). 
 1.33 Grit. Another area of individual differences in psychology which has recently 
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attracted researchers’ attention, is the study of grit. Grit is defined as a stable personality trait 
that positively influences perseverance and commitment towards long-term goals 
(Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007; Duckworth & Quinn, 2009). Grit has also 
been shown to predict achievement in academic and vocational contexts (Von Culin, 
Tsukayama, & Duckworth, 2014). Gritty individuals are able to pursue goals despite setbacks 
and disappointments through maintaining effort and motivation to achieve goals (Duckworth 
et al., 2007). While grit appears to be a desirable construct for sport performance, there is a 
lack of empirical research in the area of sport psychology. Indeed, in the first study of grit in 
sport, Larkin, O’Connor, and Williams (2016) examined whether soccer players’ levels of 
grit influenced their sport engagement and perceptual-cognitive expertise. Findings showed 
that grittier youth soccer players spent more hours of sport-specific engagement and 
displayed superior perceptual-cognitive skills than those with lower levels of grit. The 
authors also explained that they expected grittier athletes to sustain their engagement over 
time to achieve their performance goals while less grittier athletes may not sustain sufficient 
levels of engagement required for effective performance development. According to Larkin 
et al. (2016), grit appears to be a relevant personality trait which can explain why some 
individuals achieve long-term goals despite setbacks. However, in a recent meta-analysis of 
the grit literature, Credé, Tynan and Harms (in press) questioned the construct validity of grit 
and reported that it was a weak predictor of success and performance. Specifically, Credé et 
al. (in press) suggested that their findings showed methodological limitations and raised 
questions about the assumed two-factor structure (i.e., perseverance and consistency). 
Furthermore, findings from the meta-analysis indicated that grit might be conceptually 
flawed since it was highly correlated with conscientiousness. Therefore, they recommended a 
“critical reappraisal” (p. 11) of the grit construct. Ivcevic and Brackett (2014) also reported 
limitations of grit as a significant predictor of success within the education context. Taking 
these findings together, fundamental questions remain about the construct validity and 
predictive aspects of grit within psychology. 
1.4 Psychological Resilience Research in Sport  
The scientific constructs of mental toughness, hardiness, and grit appear to have 
potential relevance for the study of sport performance in the context of stressors. However, at 
the individual level, an understanding of how athletes positively adapt despite stressors has 
been increasingly addressed by the study of psychological resilience in sport (see, for a 
review, Galli & Gonzalez, 2015). Whereas constructs such as grit, mental toughness, and 
hardiness are defined as personal attributes, psychological resilience has been described as a 
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process of positive adaptation (i.e., functioning well) despite adversity involving person-
environment interactions (cf. Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Windle, 2011). Building on 
over four decades of psychology research, the study of psychological resilience in sport 
psychology has examined a number of qualities and processes that describe the protective 
effects of stressors (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012; Galli & Vealey, 2008). Furthermore, in 
contrast to mental toughness, hardiness, and grit, there is a growing interest in the application 
of resilience research to teams in settings such as business and organisations (cf. West, 
Patera, & Carsten, 2009) to better understand the collective and relational factors that impact 
on teams during stressors. Despite this, no research exists which has investigated team 
resilience in the context of sport teams. This is somewhat surprising since successes and 
failures of athletes are often judged at the team level (Galli, 2016). Indeed, most recently, 
Yukelson and Weinberg (2016) stated that, “unfortunately, from a research perspective, the 
concept of team resiliency in sport has been virtually neglected with only anecdotal reports of 
individuals (rarely teams) demonstrating what some consider to be resiliency in the face of 
adversity” (p. 548). Therefore, an urgent need exists to explore team resilience in competitive 
sport. 
1.5 General Aims and Key Research Questions for the Thesis 
 The ability of teams to withstand the pressures and adversities of competitive sport 
represents a significant challenge for team members, coaches, and sport psychologists; and it 
is essential for the achievement of sporting excellence. Understanding how teams can employ 
the collective resources required to withstand, and positively adapt to stressors in competitive 
sport is a vital aspect of achieving optimal group functioning. The purpose of this thesis, 
therefore, is to investigate the construct of team resilience in competitive sport. Overall, the 
aims of the thesis are: 
1. To explore team resilience in competitive sport. 
2. To examine what a resilient sports team ‘looks like’. 
3. To provide practitioners with a framework to profile the resilient characteristics of sports 
teams when encountering adversity. 
4. To advance knowledge of team resilience by developing the conceptual scaffold required 
to build this important team-level phenomenon. 
5. To examine how a resilient team functions. 
6. To provide practitioners with a framework to enhance and develop team resilience 
processes in competitive sport. 
The key research questions for each study in the thesis are summarised below: 
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Study One 
To develop a definition of team resilience in elite sport. 
To identify the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. 
Study Two 
To identify the psychosocial processes underpinning team resilience in elite sport. 
Study Three 
To investigate how the psychosocial mechanisms underlying team resilience can be 
developed in competitive sport. 
Study Four 
To conduct a team resilience intervention to quantitatively assess pre/post between-group 
changes in measures of resilient characteristics and psychosocial processes of competitive 
sports teams. The following hypothesis was proposed: 
A team’s (intervention group) exposure to a team resilience intervention would show 
significant increases in pre/post measures of team resilience characteristics and processes 
(i.e., transformational leadership, social identity, collective efficacy, perceived relationship 
quality, perceived motivational climate, shared leadership, positive emotions, team learning, 
team control, stability) compared with a team (comparison group) that received no 
intervention.  
This thesis comprises the following chapters: (1) Introduction; (2) Literature Review, 
which explores the development of psychological resilience research in general psychology 
and in the context of individual-level sport. Moreover, a review of the growing area of team 
resilience research in a range of psychological disciplines is explored; (3) Study One 
describes the development of a definition and team-level conceptualisation of team resilience 
and the description of the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams; (4) Study Two explores 
the psychosocial processes underlying team resilience based on a case-study of a World-Cup 
winning team; (5) Study Three presents the findings of a season-long ethnography exploring 
how team resilience can be developed; (6) Study Four reports the findings of the first team 
resilience intervention in sport psychology; (7) Summary, Discussion, and Conclusion which 
provides a summary of the program of research, how the thesis advances resilience research 
in sport psychology, how it has advanced group dynamics research in sport, and its 
contribution to team resilience research, its practical implications, strengths and limitations, 
and future research directions including some concluding remarks. 
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Chapter Two: 
Literature Review 
 
 In the previous chapter, I provided an overview of the types of specific and often 
unique stressors that teams encounter in the sport context. I also explained that a need exists 
to develop an understanding of how teams manage to positively adapt to, and withstand 
pressurised situations, setbacks, and adversity. This chapter provides a literature review, 
which is organised into four parts. In Part One, an overview of team concepts and processes 
in the area of sport psychology is explored. It is important to gain an appreciation of the 
construct of psychological resilience to better understand the need for a conceptualisation of 
this at the team level and therefore, in Part Two, I draw on other areas of psychology to 
provide an overview of the definition and conceptualisation of psychological resilience. In 
Part Three, I review developments in psychological resilience research in sport to explore 
how this has been addressed in the field of sport psychology and the importance of extending 
our knowledge of this to the team level. In Part Four, I review team resilience literature to 
examine how it has recently been approached as a growing area of research. This section 
outlines how team resilience has been defined, conceptualised, and a number of 
characteristics and processes at the team level in various areas of psychology are described. 
Based on a review of this literature, the importance of advancing team resilience research to 
the sport team context is presented together with the rationale, purpose, and structure of the 
thesis. 
 
Part One: Team Concepts and Processes in Sport Psychology 
 
2.1 Group Dynamics Research in Team Sport 
For five decades, the study of teams and group dynamics has drawn much attention 
from researchers and practitioners in sport psychology. Sports teams have been regarded as a 
particular subset of groups and defined by Carron, Hausenblas, and Eys (2005) as: 
A collection of two or more individuals who possess a common identity, have 
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common goals and objectives, share a common fate, exhibit structured patterns of 
interaction and modes of communication, hold common perceptions about group 
structure, are personally and instrumentally interdependent, reciprocate interpersonal 
attraction, and consider themselves to be a team (p. 13). 
An important and specific feature of sports teams is the level of interdependence. In  
general psychology, Saavedra, Earley and Van Dyne (1993) presented a taxonomy 
comprising three types of interdependence: task interdependence (e.g., team members jointly 
collaborate to complete a task), feedback interdependence (e.g., the connectivity among the 
team based on the feedback they receive about group performance), and goal interdependence 
(e.g., the relative emphasis between individual or group goals that shape team behaviour and 
motivation). It is important to recognise the different levels of interdependence that exist in 
sports teams since this might influence the types of relationships, behaviour, and teamwork 
required to be effective. However, Cannon-Bowers and Bowers (2006) proposed that more 
research is required to better understand how to enhance sports team performance through 
team-specific interventions. Indeed, a number of scientific constructs have been related to 
successful team functioning and performance, which explore the interactive, relational 
aspects of teams in sport. While a complete review of group dynamics in sport is beyond the 
scope of this thesis, there are several topics which warrant consideration due to extensive 
research investigations and their potential importance for group functioning during stressors.  
2.11 Group cohesion. One of the most prominent constructs in team sport 
psychology is group cohesion which refers to the “ . . . tendency of a group to stick together 
and remain united in the pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of 
member affective needs” (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213). Following a meta-
analysis of group cohesion, Carron, Colman, Wheeler, and Stevens (2002) reported 
significant moderate to large relationships between group cohesion and team performance 
although as Martin, Bruner, Eys, and Spink (2014) recently stated, a limitation of empirical 
reviews is the shortage of explanations for this relationship. Carron et al. (2002) also 
proposed that their meta-analysis pointed to the importance of team interventions that 
addressed both task (e.g., role clarity) and social cohesion (e.g., social occasions). Moreover, 
since cohesion is regarded as a dynamic process (Burke, Carron, & Shapcott, 2008), a team’s 
cohesion may change over time. Martin et al. (2014) also observed that fluctuations in task 
and social cohesion might have implications for those building teams, though there is little 
evidence which has tested the temporal nature of cohesion. Indeed, Rovio, Eskola, Kozub, 
Duda, and Lintunen (2009) recently reported findings which showed that high levels of social 
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cohesion might actually impair group performance. In the context of this thesis and team 
stressors, Brawley, Carron, and Widmeyer (1988) reported a positive relationship between 
cohesion and perceptions of group resistance to disruption (e.g., poor relationships, players 
leaving) in elite sports teams. Interestingly, Brawley et al. (1988) proposed that, “research 
concerning resistance to disruption is intuitively appealing because the benefits of countering 
disruptions or increasing a team’s resistance to obstacles are far off, but attractive, practical 
goals in sport” (p. 212). It is surprising that no further research built on Brawley et al.’s 
findings because despite cohesion research providing an insight into the unity of a group in 
pursuit of objectives, understanding how to harness the collective resources of teams in the 
specific context of stressors to avoid derailing its progress, is a critical aspect of team 
functioning.  
2.12 Collective efficacy. Another extensive and influential area of group dynamics 
research in sport is collective efficacy. Bandura (1997) defined collective efficacy as “a 
group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organise and execute the courses of action 
required to produce given levels of attainment” (p. 477). Strong evidence exists which 
suggests a positive relationship between collective efficacy and sport (see e.g., Feltz & Lirgg, 
1998; Greenlees, Graydon, & Maynard, 1999, 2000; Myers, Feltz, & Short, 2004). A strength 
of collective efficacy research is the recognition of the importance of interactive, coordinative 
dynamics for group functioning and how experiences of success or failure may influence 
perceptions of collective efficacy (Bandura, 1990, 1997). For example, Bandura (1990) stated 
that collective efficacy “is likely to influence how much effort players put forth together, 
their ability to remain perseverant and task oriented during periods of when the team is 
struggling . . .” (p. 155). Another significant strength of collective efficacy research was the 
extension of an individual-level construct, self-efficacy, to the group-level. For the study of 
groups, extensions of individual-level constructs to the team-level are vital to capture the 
group-level perceptions of team members (cf. Chan, 1998). To illustrate, sport psychology 
research has revealed positive relationships between collective efficacy and persistence in the 
face of failure (Greenlees et al., 1999) and levels of effort (Lichacz & Partington, 1996). 
Recently, Ronglan (2007) conducted a season-long study of an elite sport team and reported 
that collective efficacy was susceptible to failures which suggested the need for 
reinforcement strategies over time (e.g., focusing on mastery experiences). Importantly, in 
the context of team stressors and group functioning, Ronglan suggested that investigating the 
factors that enable teams to be “resistant to setbacks” (p. 90) is a vital consideration for 
teams. Indeed, most recently, Shearer (2015) also suggested that collective efficacy might be 
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an important factor in protecting teams from failure at the highest levels of sport. 
2.13 Coordination and communication. Drawing on the transfer of group dynamics 
from organisational psychology to sports teams, the area of coordination and communication 
has attracted numerous research investigations. Despite the fact that coordination and group 
productivity have been associated with group performance for some time (e.g., Steiner, 
1972), much of the research in sport has been associated with group cohesion (cf. Carron, 
1982). However, in seminal reviews, Eccles and Tenenbaum (2004) and Eccles (2010) 
highlighted that, in general, research on sport teams has principally focused on social 
perspectives and that social-cognitive aspects of teams also demand attention. They described 
coordination in teams as the integration of “ . . . the operations of the team in a timely way to 
form a composition of operations that achieves satisfactory performance” (p. 543). 
Coordination researchers (cf. Bowers, Braun, & Morgan, 1997) have distinguished between 
taskwork knowledge (i.e., knowledge not related to other team members’ roles) and 
teamwork (i.e., knowledge that is related to other team members). Importantly, the 
requirement for team members to develop aligned expectations, a shared mental model (cf. 
Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1993), and collective memory (Eccles, 2010) is critical 
for effective team operations. Eccles and Tenenbaum also proposed that the quality and 
frequency of intrateam communication in sport teams influences the ability of team members 
to achieve coordination. Moreover, coordination and communication are particularly 
important for team sports involving interdependent actions (Eccles, 2010). There appear to be 
some important practical implications of this area of group dynamics for team sport. For 
example, Eccles (2010) recommended the use of communication interventions to correct 
coordination errors, use ‘playbooks’ to communicate plans, and encourage questioning. 
Moreover, Bourbousson, Poizat, Saury, and Seve (2010c) recommended the use of pre-
/postbriefing, and training for adaptability. Although coordination research is in its infancy in 
sport psychology, there are some potentially valuable insights which might enhance team 
functioning in the context of team stressors, as yet to be explored in sport psychology. 
Interestingly, in other areas of psychology, psychosocial explanations of the potentially 
negative effects of stressors have been proposed. For example, within general psychology, 
Driskell, Salas, and Johnston (1999) found that during stressors, a narrowing team 
perspective impacted adversely on team performance. Specifically, they argued that during 
stressful situations, team members’ attention shifts away from the team toward the individual 
resulting in lower prosocial behaviour (e.g., helping others) and a reduced collective focus. 
Similarly, the concept of threat rigidity (Staw, Sandelands, & Dutton, 1981) refers to the 
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notion that teams may behave inflexibly during stressors with subsequent reductions in 
shared information and communication. In contrast to the negative effects of stressors on 
group functioning, organisational psychology research (cf. Salas, Cannon-Bowers, & 
Johnston, 1997) shows that teams that have a strong collective orientation or mental model, 
have shared expectations of each others’ needs during stressors, positively impacting on 
group functioning.  
2.14 Leadership. Investigations of sport team leadership have been prevalent in 
group dynamics (see, for a review, Chelladurai, 2007). Broadly, leadership literature related 
to teams falls into three categories. Firstly, the majority of research is directed to coaching-
related leadership (e.g., Chelladurai & Saleh, 1980; Jowett, 2003; Smoll & Smith, 1989) and 
relationships with other variables such as group cohesion (e.g., Gardner, Shields, Bredemeier, 
& Bostrom, 1996), and motivational climate (e.g., Keegan, Harwood, Spray, & Lavallee, 
2009). The role of transformational leadership coaching behaviour (i.e., more personal, 
emotional, inspiring interactions with athletes) has also been positively associated with team 
performance and cohesion (Callow, Smith, Hardy, Arthur, & Hardy, 2009) and collective 
accountability (Yukelson, 1997). Indeed, transformational leadership is a growing area of 
leadership research in sport psychology. According to Bass (1985), transformational 
leadership influences followers’ motivation through four key behaviours: individualised 
consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealised influence. For 
team sports environments, transformational leadership approaches might have particular 
implications since transformational leaders encourage followers to consider the interests of 
groups rather than self-interest (cf. Bass, 1985). Most recently, Newland, Newton, Podlog, 
Legg, and Tanner (2016) employed semi-structured interviews of female sport participants to 
examine what constitutes transformational leadership in sport. Thematic analysis revealed 
four categories of transformational leadership in sport: caring (e.g., developing individual 
relationships with athletes); motivating (e.g., having high expectations); teaching life lessons 
(e.g., applying mentoring strategies); and, trust (e.g., acting in the interests of the team). This 
research suggested that transformational leadership is manifested in specific ways in the sport 
context. Furthermore, Kao and Tsai (2016) used quantitative approaches to examine the 
relationship between coaches’ transformational leadership on coaching competency (i.e., 
athletes’ perceptions of their coach’s competence). Their findings showed that coaches’ 
transformational behaviours not only influences athletes’ personal effectiveness but also 
enhanced their perceptions of their coach’s competency. This suggests that adopting 
transformational leadership approaches should improve athletes’ confidence in their coach 
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(Kao & Tsai, 2016). 
Second, the area of performance leadership and management has focused on the 
managerial elements of leading elite sport teams (e.g., Arnold, Fletcher, & Anderson, 2015; 
Fletcher & Arnold, 2011).  Third, leadership research reveals that there is growing interest in 
shifting the focus away from the leadership of the coach towards athlete leadership (e.g., 
Cotterill & Fransen, 2016; Fransen et al., 2014a; Fransen, Vanbeselaere, De Cuyper, Vande 
Broek, & Boen, 2014b; Fransen et al., 2015). To illustrate, Fransen et al. (2014b) described 
four athlete leadership roles (i.e., task leader, motivational leader, social leader, external 
leader) which enhanced team confidence and team identification. Fransen et al. (2014a) also 
found that strong athlete leadership positively influenced coaches’ perceived collective 
efficacy and team outcome confidence. For investigations of team functioning during 
stressors, recent advances in athlete leadership may be particularly relevant since it is 
conceptualised as a team-level construct (Fransen et al., 2014a) and organisational 
psychology research also provides support for wider distribution of team member leadership 
in stressful situations (cf. Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001).  
2.15 Structures in teams. The structures that exist within teams are vital for 
interdependent group functioning. A particularly key aspect of team structures in sports teams 
relates to roles (see Eys, Beauchamp, & Bray, 2006, for a review). Roles refer to group 
members’ expectations about one’s behaviour in social contexts (Biddle & Thomas, 1966). 
Carron and Eys (2012) described two types of roles that exist within sports teams; task roles 
(e.g., positional roles, particular responsibilities such as captaincy) and social roles (e.g., 
individuals that have responsibility for social events, and maintaining a positive atmosphere). 
Another approach to describing roles is by the level of formality (Mabry & Barnes, 1980). 
Formal roles in team sport include leadership functions whereas informal roles relate to 
‘positions’ individuals adopt through their interactions with others (e.g., ‘social secretary’, 
team talisman, ‘enforcer’). Eys et al. (2006) proposed a number of important functions of 
roles including communication of role expectations, role clarity, role acceptance and conflict, 
and role satisfaction. Moreover, Eys et al. proposed that the ability of teams to implement 
roles effectively is vital to achieve their collective objectives. In a recent review of teams in 
sport psychology, this was supported by Kleinert et al. (2012) who argued that despite the 
lack of research related to role perceptions and team performance, effective role execution 
was likely to be a positive influence. Martin et al. (2014) also recommended that 
interventions which facilitate effective communication and role execution are required. Given 
the importance of roles in sport teams, it is, perhaps, surprising that no research has explored 
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the impact of threats to such group structures arising from risks from poor role execution 
during adversity. 
2.16 Collective collapse. Despite the potentially harmful effects of team stressors, 
there is a surprising lack of team-level investigations focused on the psychosocial aspects of 
succumbing to these pressures. In contrast, extensive sport psychology research has examined 
individual-level variables which have been associated with potentially harmful stressors. For 
example, catastrophe theory (see e.g., Hardy, 1996; Jones, 1995) and choking under pressure 
(see, for a review, Hill, Hanton, Matthews, & Fleming, 2010; Jordet, Hartman, & 
Sigmundstad, 2009) have been widely investigated psychological phenomena that can 
negatively impact on individual athletes’ sport performances. Turning to the team-level, the 
concept of collective collapse is a rare example of a psychosocial phenomenon that 
illuminates the consequences of a shared group failure in competitive sport (Apitzsch, 2006, 
2009). Collective collapse is characterised by sudden slumps in performance, perhaps 
triggered by one event (e.g., technical error under pressure), which generates a series of 
negative episodes (e.g., poor decision-making, individual mistakes, negative atmosphere). 
Brazil’s 2014 World Cup semi-final 7-1 defeat to Germany is, perhaps, a fitting example of a 
team that appeared to succumb to a downward spiral in performance during competition. 
Most recently, Chelsea soccer club’s sudden slump in form has been described as “ . . . the 
worst collapse of any top-flight team (not just champions) since league football began in 
1888” (Augustus, 2015, para. 3). Apitzsch (2009) described collective collapse as a form of 
negative psychological momentum (i.e., where teams suddenly perform below their usual 
level despite having made a good start). Using qualitative methods, Apitzsch reported that the 
causes of collective collapse included inappropriate team behaviour, poor role systems, 
negative communication, and changes in game plan by the opposition. Although there is no 
other research evidence supporting the concept of collective collapse, this highlights the 
importance of understanding group-level variables which have potentially harmful effects. 
2.17 Social identity. Another psychological process that has gained prominence in 
the context of team sport in recent years is social identity (see, for a review, Rees, Haslam, 
Coffee, & Lavallee, 2015). Emerging in the 1970s, social identity theory suggests that when 
an individual is situated in a group setting and subsequently defines oneself as part of a social 
category (e.g., a sports team or sports fan), their thoughts, feelings, and behaviour are aligned 
with those of the group (cf. Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner & Hogg, 1987). This may also 
drive distinctions between ‘in-groups’ and ‘out-groups’ (e.g., rival sports fans of different 
teams or nations). Recently, Rees et al. (2015) identified four areas of social identity theory 
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that have implications for sport psychology: first, an individual’s sense of self can be defined 
in social, relational, and collective terms when they belong to groups or teams; second, social 
identity is the basis for sports group formation and development. To illustrate, team 
membership might result in personal identity giving way to a shared group identity driving 
commitment to group goals. Third, social identity forms the basis for social support and 
stress appraisal (e.g., perceived stress in a team may depend on the strength of identification 
with the team). Fourth, social identity is the basis for sports group leadership (e.g., when 
leaders act in the interests and shared goals of a group, they possess more influence). Recent 
research suggests that there is support for the ideas proposed by Rees et al. (2015). For 
example, Slater, Evans, and Barker (2013) applied social identity theory to explain how 
TeamGB developed and shaped their high performance environment during the London 2012 
Olympic Games. Specifically, they used TeamGB’s cycling Performance Director (David 
Brailsford) as a case example to illuminate how he employed strategies to enhance strong 
team attachments and public support for British cyclists by creating a distinctive and 
exclusive group founded on innovation and meticulous planning. Surprisingly, the 
application of social identity theory has been largely overlooked in team sport until lately and 
it is likely that future advances of this desirable concept have important implications for those 
working with teams when managing challenging situations. 
2.18 Group-based and collective emotions. Emotions are an important aspect of 
team and group functioning that can influence the quality of relationships and interpersonal 
behaviour. Group-based emotions refer to emotions that rely on an individual’s group 
membership and ensue in relation to events which have perceived significance for the group 
as a collective (Goldenberg, Saguy, & Halperin, 2014). Goldenberg et al. (2014) propose that 
group-based emotions are integrated with social identity theories (cf. Turner & Hogg, 1987) 
and appraisal theories of emotions (e.g., Lazarus, 1991). Specifically, group-based emotions 
occur through an individual’s level of identification with a particular group and their 
appraisals of an event (e.g., stressors). Furthermore, collective emotions are distinguished 
from group-based emotions since the former are not only experienced in relation to an 
individual’s identity but rather as a shared experience with other group members. Sheve and 
Ismer (2013) suggest that a vital aspect of collective emotions includes face-to-face 
encounters which can be understood as “affective convergence” (p. 407). Importantly, Sheve 
and Ismer (2013) highlight the role of shared knowledge and socially shared appraisals of 
events for collective emotions (e.g., having shared norms and rules in groups) since these 
factors can influence a shared interpretive scheme and collectively understood expectations. 
Chapter Two: Literature Review  18 
For example, for collective emotions to occur in a sports team, individuals would have to 
appraise an event (e.g., a major defeat) in similar ways (e.g., disappointment, anger) resulting 
in a union in collective responses.  
In the area of sport psychology, recent research has recently recognised the need to 
treat the study of emotions as a social and relational concept that is particularly manifest in 
teams (Tamminen et al. 2016). Specifically, Tamminen et al. (2016) investigated how 
athletes perceive individual and shared stressors in sport, how athletes experience and express 
emotions both individually and collectively, and the factors that are related to emotions as 
social phenomena. Using qualitative methods, their findings revealed that athletes were able 
to easily distinguish between individual and shared stressors (e.g., collectively reacting to 
poor officiating). Moreover, emotions influenced the team’s functioning, performance, and 
their ability to collectively cope with demands. Collective emotions were also influenced by 
their social identity as team members (e.g., strength of identification with the team as a 
whole). Since this study was the first study to explore group-based and collective emotions in 
sport based on multiple athletes’ perceptions, the findings of Tamminen et al. (2016) provide 
a foundation for those wishing to investigate the social and relational aspects of emotions in 
sports teams. 
2.19 Summary. In summary, the range of topics that focus on understanding group 
dynamics in sport reflects the importance of interpersonal interactions and relationships in 
teams. Recently, however, Kleinert et al. (2012) argued that despite the importance and 
development of group dynamics research in sport psychology, team-level investigations are 
waning when compared with other areas. When considering the specific, unique challenges 
that competitive team sport presents, a critical area that has not been specifically addressed in 
group dynamics concerns how teams should collectively perform in the contextual factors of 
pressure, setbacks, and adversity. This is somewhat urgent given the intensity and scrutiny of 
team sport at competitive levels. Although sport psychology research in areas such as roles, 
social identity, and leadership in sport teams are undeniably desirable concepts, it is unclear 
exactly how they should be applied to maintain team functioning in the context of adversity. 
 
Part Two: Defining and Conceptualising Psychological Resilience 
 
2.2 Introduction 
 The study of resilience as a concept of academic inquiry can be traced back to the 
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natural sciences and engineering to investigate the stress properties of metals and substances 
(Macrae, 1960). The Oxford Dictionary defines resilience as “the ability of a substance or 
object to spring back into shape” (Oxford Dictionary, 2016). However, within the area of 
psychology, the concept of resilience has been applied in numerous ways to better understand 
how human beings have been able to overcome seemingly challenging odds (cf. Werner & 
Smith, 1992). Since the early development of resilience research in the areas of psychiatry 
and psychopathology, understanding how individuals maintained healthy functioning despite 
adversity stimulated much interest in this desirable concept. For example, during the 1970s 
and 1980s, resilience attracted researchers’ attention to better understand the factors that 
promoted adaptive patterns and outcomes for children of mothers with mental illness (e.g., 
Garmezy, 1970; Rutter, 1985). This early resilience research included descriptions of 
children as being ‘invulnerable’ since they demonstrated competence despite difficult 
childhoods. However, the appropriateness and importance of investigating the specific 
concept of resilience gradually emerged as Rutter (1985) argued below: 
Rather misleadingly, but understandably in terms of the word ‘invulnerable’ that had 
been introduced, people came to consider that there were some children so 
constitutionally tough that they could not give way under the pressures of stress and 
adversity. The notion was wrongheaded . . . most people now prefer to use the relative 
concept of resilience rather than the absolute notion of invulnerability (p. 599). 
 Since the expansion of resilience research from the 1980s onwards, the definition and 
conceptualisation of resilience has attracted considerable attention and is dependent upon the 
context and population being examined. While debate has surrounded the definition (see e.g., 
Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Windle, 2011), there is general agreement that resilience denotes 
stable, healthy functioning, and positive adaptation, despite the presence of risk and adversity 
(Luthar et al., 2000). Inherent within this view of resilience are two core conditions: firstly, 
exposure to adversity or threat, and secondly, the achievement of positive adaptation and 
competence (Luthar et al., 2000). These two conditions are briefly outlined in the following 
sections. 
2.21 Adversity and risk. Within resilience research, adversity has been regarded as 
exposure to risks which “typically encompasses negative life circumstances that are known to 
be statistically associated with adjustment difficulties” (Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000, p. 858). 
Adversities involve varying levels of risk (cf. Vanderbilt-Adriance & Shaw, 2008) in 
accordance with the context. For example, in the area of child development, risks include low 
birth weight, divorce (Masten, 2001), loss (Bonanno, 2004), poverty (Egeland, Carlson, & 
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Sroufe, 1993), and the trauma of war (Dimitry, 2012). Considerable discussion of the varying 
degrees and levels of risks and adversities abounds in the psychology literature. In response 
to this, Luthar et al. (2000) recommended that resilience researchers should clearly explain 
and justify how adversity and risks are defined within their specific context of investigation.  
2.22 Positive adaptation. The second core aspect of resilience, positive adaptation, 
refers to the maintenance, positive adjustment, and display of competence during exposure to 
risks. To illustrate, within developmental psychology, positive adaptation might be 
conceptualised by the attainment of social and emotional milestones, normative academic 
achievement, and healthy relationships despite the presence of risks (Luthar & Cicchetti, 
2000; Masten, 2001). Furthermore, Luthar and Cicchetti (2000) recommended that 
practitioners’ “efforts should be directed not only toward the reduction of negative outcomes 
or maladjustment . . . but also toward the promotion of dimensions of positive adaptation or 
competence” (p. 867). Importantly, Luthar et al. (2000) also proposed that resilience 
researchers explain and justify the context of positive adaptation in which the adversity 
occurs.  
 2.23 Conceptualisation of resilience as trait or process. During the development of 
resilience research, a “paradigm shift” (Richardson, 2002, p. 309) occurred whereby 
researchers’ focus moved away from risks and threats towards identification of the strengths, 
traits and assets of individuals. When conceptualised as a trait, resilience refers to the 
personal qualities that enable individuals to withstand adversity (Block & Block, 1980; 
Connor & Davidson, 2003; Werner & Smith, 1992; Windle, 2011). Richardson (2002) 
referred to this stage of resilience research as “first wave” inquiry (p. 308) which involved 
the identification of qualities that buffer individuals from negative effects of risks and 
facilitate positive adaptation. Such factors include positive relationships (Garmezy, 1991; 
Rutter, 1987), self-efficacy (Cowen, Wyman, Work, & Iker, 1995), and optimism (Riolli, 
Savicki, & Cepani, 2002). In resilience research, strengths and assets have generally been 
referred to as “protective factors” (Rutter, 1985, p. 600) which Rutter defined as, “ . . . 
influences that modify, ameliorate, or alter a person’s response to some environmental hazard 
that predisposes to a maladaptive outcome” (p. 600). Researchers recognised that this pointed 
to the importance of understanding resilience as a process since such factors are dependent on 
the context, the situation, and the individual and therefore, may result in different outcomes 
(Dyer & McGuiness, 1996; Earvolino-Ramirez, 2007). Indeed, Rutter (1987) argued that, 
“instead of searching for broadly based protective factors, we need to focus on protective 
mechanisms and processes” (p. 317). Interestingly, Masten (2001) proposed that resilience 
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processes in development consists of “ordinary magic” (p. 227), referring to the presence of 
ordinary psychological human adaptive processes. 
Contemporary researchers, therefore, have moved towards the study of resilience as a 
dynamic process to identify the underlying mechanisms and protective processes which 
influence the achievement of positive adaptation within the context of adversity (Bonanno & 
Diminich, 2013; Luthar et al., 2000; Windle, 2011). This shift in approach focused 
researchers’ attention towards explaining how resilience develops (cf. Bonanno & Diminich, 
2013). For example, when conceived as a dynamic process, resilience is regarded as a 
temporal phenomenon, which, rather than being static, can change and develop over time, 
and the effects of protective processes vary across different situations and numerous domains 
(Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Southwick, Bonnano, Masten, Panter-Brick, & Yehuda, 2014; 
Vanderbilt-Adriance & Shaw, 2008). Furthermore, Fletcher and Sarkar (2012, p. 675, 2013, 
p. 16) recently defined psychological resilience as “the role of mental processes and 
behaviour in promoting personal assets and protecting an individual from the potential 
negative effect of stressors”. Most recently, Sarkar and Fletcher (2014b) explained that this 
definition extends the conceptualisation of resilience in four ways. Firstly, they argued that 
by referring to psychological resilience, a focus is placed on humans rather than physical 
objects and materials. Second, they explained that their definition includes both a trait (i.e., 
“mental processes and behaviour” enable individuals to adjust their responses to challenging 
circumstances) and process conceptualisation of resilience (i.e., where use of the word “role” 
directs attention towards one’s interaction with the environment). Third, Sarkar and Fletcher 
(2014b) explained that their definition uses the “more neutral term “stressor” rather than “the 
negative value-laden term ‘adversity’” (p. 1420). Finally, their definition highlighted how 
psychological resilience emphasises the promotion of “personal assets and protecting an 
individual from the potential negative effects of stressors”. This reinforces the notion that 
resilience commonly refers to an individual’s ability to withstand stressors and maintaining 
normal functioning, “rather than positive adaptation per se” (Sarkar & Fletcher, 2014b, p. 
1420). Importantly, the use of the term “potentially” in the definition is significant as it 
highlights how individuals respond in different ways to challenging circumstances and events 
(cf. Bonanno, 2004; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Rutter, 1985).  
 
Part Three: Psychological Resilience Research in Sport 
2.3 Introduction 
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In accordance with the view that psychological resilience is contextually specific (cf. 
Luthar et al., 2000), the study of resilience in sport warrants attention for two key reasons. 
Firstly, the ability of individual athletes to withstand a variety of stressors is a prerequisite for 
sporting excellence (cf. Hardy, Jones, & Gould, 1996). Indeed, Sarkar and Fletcher (2014b) 
recently commented that “the sporting arena represents a “natural laboratory” to study how 
individuals operate and perform in highly demanding circumstances” (p. 1419). Second, sport 
has been described as a unique domain for resilience research because athletes perform in 
environments where they deliberately choose to participate knowing there is a strong chance 
of experiencing adversity and setbacks, and being fully aware that they may encounter high 
public scrutiny (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012; Galli & Gonzalez, 2015). To elucidate the 
unique demands of the specific context of sport for resilience research, Sarkar and Fletcher 
(2014b) recently reviewed and synthesised the categories of stressors experienced by athletes. 
They presented three categories which consisted of: competitive stressors (i.e., the demands 
athletes face arising from competitive performance such as preparation, sports injuries, high 
performance expectations from self and others to perform well); organisational stressors (i.e., 
demands arising from the organisation that the individual is attached to including logistical 
issues, personal issues, travel and accommodation problems); and, personal stressors (i.e., 
demands arising from stressors outside of sport including work-life interface, bereavement). 
As well as highlighting the specific demands facing individual athletes, this research 
indicated a growing interest in resilience research in sport. Indeed, it is surprising that 
resilience research in the context of sport has only recently attracted attention given the well 
documented research evidence that exists highlighting the range and type of stressors in sport 
(see e.g., Gould, Jackson, & Finch, 1993; Scanlan, Stein, & Ravizza, 1991; Weston, 
Thelwell, Bond, & Hutchings, 2009) and the identification of a number of psychological 
characteristics that enable athletes to deal with stress and adversity (cf. Gould, Dieffenbach, 
& Moffett, 2002).  
 2.31 Resilience research in sport: Athletes’ responses to adversity and 
performance. Initially, resilience research in the sport domain involved the exploration of 
athletes’ responses to adversity. For example, Mummery, Schofield, and Perry (2004) 
investigated the role of protective factors (e.g., perceived social support, self-concept) during 
performance failure in competitive swimming based on samples of Australian and New 
Zealand athletes. Comparing resilient and non-resilient swimmers (based on whether athletes 
recorded a personal best time when compared with their initial entry time during a national 
competition), they found that resilient swimmers displayed higher levels of physical self-
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concept (i.e., perceived endurance). Moreover, resilient swimmers recorded lower levels of 
perceived social support than non-resilient athletes. However, Galli and Gonzalez (2015) 
observed that a possible weakness of this study lay in the operationalisation of resilience 
since an athlete’s failure to achieve a personal best may not be an indicator of an adversity. 
Despite this, the study did draw attention to both the potential role of protective factors 
during performance failure and the importance of developmentally appropriate training to 
enhance resilience (e.g., developing positive self-perceptions of endurance abilities).  
Other researchers have also investigated athletes’ responses to adversity by examining 
their interpretations of adverse situations in competitive sport (Schinke & Jerome, 2002; 
Schinke, Peterson, & Couture, 2004). For example, Schinke et al. (2004) developed a 
resilience training program for athletes based on assessments of explanatory patterns (cf. 
Martin-Krumm, Sarrazin, Peterson, & Famose, 2003) following sports failure. Specifically, 
Schinke et al. (2004) based their program on a framework where athletes should a) assess 
their personal assumptions following adversity to better understand the impact on their 
thoughts, emotions, and behaviour b) employ disputing techniques where athletes question 
their evaluation of setbacks and c) use decatastrophising techniques using scenarios following 
a setback (i.e., most likely scenario, worst case scenario). In summary, these studies provided 
a valuable insight into resilience in sport such as drawing researchers’ attention to the 
practical importance of resilience as a solutions-orientated approach to assist athletes in 
working through adversity. There were, however, some important limitations including a 
need for the researchers to more clearly define and conceptualise resilience in the context of 
competitive sport (cf. Luthar et al., 2000) and also, as Galli and Gonzalez (2015) argued, a 
failure to explore the dynamic person-environmental interactions that exist during adversity 
(cf. Egeland, et al., 1993; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013). Moreover, the range of situations 
involving adversity and setbacks was limited to failure in sport performance tasks than 
exploring a range of other stressors such as injury and competition (cf. Sarkar & Fletcher, 
2014b). 
 2.32 Resilience research in sport: Understanding athletes’ experiences of 
resilience during adversity. The most recent developments of resilience research in sport 
have involved, in accordance with Luthar et al.’s (2000) recommendations, further systematic 
examination of the concept and its contextual specificity. The first study to address athletes’ 
experiences of resilience during adversity in sport was conducted by Galli and Vealey (2008). 
They conducted semi-structured interviews with ten athletes, known to have encountered 
setbacks, to learn about their perspectives, perceptions, and experiences of resilience in 
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competitive sport. As well as identifying a number of adversities that athletes had 
encountered (e.g., serious injury, sustained performance slumps, parental illness), they found 
that athletes’ experiences of resilience involved drawing on personal resources (e.g., 
commitment, being positive) and sociocultural influences (e.g., social support, cultural 
factors such as race). At the center of Galli and Vealey’s (2008) conceptual model of the 
resilience process was “agitation” (p. 323) in which athletes employed a range of strategies to 
manage their adversities and challenging situations (e.g., coping strategies). Finally, athletes 
reported benefits and positive outcomes of their experiences of adversity such as learning, 
and a desire to help others work through challenges. In another qualitative study, Fletcher and 
Sarkar (2012) explored the relationship between psychological resilience and optimal sport 
performance using a grounded theory approach. Fletcher and Sarkar interviewed 12 Olympic 
champions from a variety of sports across a 40-year period to ascertain their experiences of 
withstanding stressors during their career. They found that various psychological factors (i.e., 
positive personality, motivation, confidence, focus, perceived social support) protected the 
Olympic champions from the potentially harmful effects of stressors. At the heart of their 
grounded theory model was the influence of challenge appraisal (e.g., seeing stressors as 
opportunities for development), and meta-cognitions (i.e., keeping control over one’s 
thoughts during adversity). This process stimulated facilitative responses (e.g., increased 
effort, taking action and personal responsibility during stressors), which, in turn, assisted 
optimal sports performance. In their recent review of psychological resilience in sport, Galli 
and Gonzalez (2015) regarded the introduction of metacognition and the first definition of 
psychological resilience in the sport context as an important development in resilience 
research.  
While there were some limitations of these early studies (e.g., one-off interviews 
which might fail to capture the temporal nature of resilience), when taken together, the 
findings from Galli and Vealey (2008), and Fletcher and Sarkar (2012), represented 
important steps in the development of resilience research in sport to better understand its 
relationship with optimal performance. Both studies highlighted the importance of adopting a 
process conceptualisation of resilience where person-environmental interactions occur as part 
of a dynamic process (Egeland et al., 1993; Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Windle, 2011). To 
illustrate, Galli and Vealey (2008) described how the resilience process “involved multiple 
shifts in thought” (p. 328), which resonates with the role of ‘metacognitions’ in Fletcher and 
Sarkar’s findings. Furthermore, Fletcher and Sarkar also argued that their grounded theory of 
psychological resilience supported aspects of both process and trait conceptualisations. The 
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findings of both studies highlighted the role of numerous psychological factors during the 
resilience process which, as Galli and Gonzalez (2015) asserted, contrasted with earlier 
quantitative research that focused mainly on explanatory patterns and optimism (cf. Schinke 
& Jerome, 2002). The findings in both studies also emphasised that the psychological factors 
should be considered in accordance with the stressors encountered and the situation facing 
athletes. Moreover, rather than a focus on any one particular psychological factor, Fletcher 
and Sarkar (2012) proposed that resilience should be conceptualised “as the interactive 
influence of psychological characteristics within the context of the stress process” (p. 675). 
Finally, Galli and Vealey’s (2008) study drew attention to the notion that resilience may be 
influenced by sociocultural factors, an aspect of resilience that is regarded as an important 
consideration within other areas of psychology (cf. Panter-Brick & Eggerman, 2012; Ungar, 
2010). 
Most recently, quantitative research support has emerged for Fletcher and Sarkar’s 
(2012) grounded theory model. Meggs, Golby, Mallett, Gucciardi, and Polman (2016) 
examined the relationship between a physiological marker (i.e., cortisol levels) and resilience 
in elite swimmers. Importantly, they followed Fletcher and Sarkar’s (2013) methodological 
guidelines to separately measure the three components of resilience: adversity, protective 
factors, and positive adaptation. The findings of the study showed that although competitive 
events produced significant increases in salivary cortisol (from a baseline measure), there was 
a significant relationship between resilience and performance. These findings provided 
support for the role of protective factors and metacognitions in moderating the potentially 
negative effects of stressors (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012, 2013). Importantly, recent 
developments in resilience research have highlighted the importance of undertaking a 
systematic approach. To illustrate, the pursuit of conceptual and definitional clarity in the 
sport context developed through the qualitative research approaches of earlier studies (cf. 
Fletcher and Sarkar, 2012; Galli and Vealey, 2008) has paved the way for the development of 
the operationalisation and measurement of the construct (cf. Sarkar & Fletcher, 2013; Sarkar 
& Fletcher, 2014b). The quantitative research undertaken by Meggs et al. (2016) and also that 
of Gonzalez, Moore, Newton, and Galli (2016) further illustrates the benefits of a systematic 
approach to resilience research that is context-specific as initially recommended by Luthar et 
al. (2000). Notwithstanding this, the resilience measures of both of these quantitative studies 
included the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC; Connor & Davidson, 2003) in 
Gonzalez et al.’s research, while Meggs et al. used an adapted version of Martin and Marsh’s 
(2006) Academic Resilience Scale, neither of which are sport-specific measures of resilience, 
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limitations acknowledged by the authors. Sarkar and Fletcher (2013) also identified some 
limitations of measuring psychological resilience using the CD-RISC (e.g., it overlooks 
person-environment interactions); hence, they recommended that a sport-specific measure of 
resilience should be developed once researchers have undertaken a wide-ranging review of 
stressors and protective factors “in the context of athletic performance” (p. 273).   
2.33 Other psychological resilience research domains in sport. Recent research has 
also considered psychological resilience in sport beyond individual level elite performance. 
For example, the domain of youth sport has drawn attention from researchers seeking to 
understand the role of resilience development for young athletes (see e.g., Lipowski, 
Lipowska, Jochimek, & Krokosz, 2016; Vitali, Bortali, Bertinato, Robazza, & Schena, 2015; 
White & Bennie, 2015). For example, White and Bennie (2015) used qualitative methods 
involving interviews with 22 female gymnasts to explore participant and coach perceptions 
about the development of resilience through their sport participation. The findings revealed 
that gymnasts perceived resilience to be developed in three main ways: firstly, through the 
environment (e.g., having a fun and friendly atmosphere, operating in a challenging and 
stressful environment by focusing on improvement); second, through interpersonal 
relationships (e.g., strong peer relationships, positive coach-athlete relationships); and third, 
through positive coach behaviour (e.g., reinforcing effort & hard work, role-modeling a 
positive attitude to challenges, use of constructive feedback to build self-efficacy). These 
findings supported the role of person-environment interactions for resilience research (cf. 
Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013). The results also identified some contextual differences in the types 
of stressors present in youth sport compared with elite sport (e.g., fear when trying dangerous 
tasks), which may have implications for the design of developmentally-appropriate resilience 
interventions when exposing young people to stressors. Despite the contextual differences, 
the findings resonated with Fletcher and Sarkar’s (2012, 2013) model of sport resilience and 
the role of challenge appraisal and metacognitions during the resilience process (e.g., 
gymnasts engaged in multiple reflections during their progression of skills despite the 
potential for failure). Furthermore, White and Bennie’s (2015) findings also supported the 
potential importance of resilience, not only for sport performance, but also for the 
development of positive life skills and mental health (cf. Galli & Vealey, 2008). These 
findings are also supported by recent research conducted by Vitali et al. (2015) who reported 
that a perceived mastery climate (focused on improvement and team relationships) protected 
young athletes against burnout. Specifically, resilience and perceived competence positively 
moderated the effects of the motivational climate created by coaches to reduce burnout. Most 
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recently, Lipowski et al. (2016) found partial support for the protective effects of resilience in 
youth athletes against risky behaviours (e.g., alcohol abuse, drug taking). In particular, 
adolescent female athletes appeared to display more reflective and planned approaches when 
assessing potentially risky behaviours and were less often involved in such situations than 
female non-athletes, male athletes, and male non-athletes. 
Another sport setting that has attracted attention from researchers is disability sport. 
Machida, Irwin, and Feltz (2013) explored the resilience process of athletes with spinal cord 
injury and also the role of sport during this process. Using qualitative methods, they 
identified seven categories involved in the resilience process: pre-existing factors and 
experiences (e.g., flexibility with failures, experiences of parental divorce, competitive sport 
experiences), disturbance/disturbing emotions (e.g., loneliness, frustration), multiple sources 
and types of support (e.g., support from family, rehabilitation professionals), special 
opportunities and experiences (e.g., education, independent experiences), behavioural and 
cognitive coping strategies (e.g., having a challenge mindset), motivation to adapt (e.g., 
avoiding dependency on others), and gains from the resilience process (e.g., having a more 
positive outlook, learning). The findings also showed that sport participation had two main 
roles during the resilience process (i.e., social support from teammates and having unique 
opportunities and experiences) which enabled participants to gain perspective, build 
confidence through achievements, and promote learning. These findings further supported the 
importance of person-environment interactions in sport (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012), and 
extended research about the role of sport during resilience. Taken together, these studies, 
which have been conducted beyond the individual elite level of sport performance, illustrate 
the importance of advancing knowledge of psychological resilience in other domains of sport 
(Galli & Gonzalez, 2015).  
2.34 The case for shifting from individual to team resilience. Despite the 
burgeoning research evidence pointing to the importance of individual psychological 
resilience for optimal sports performance, and in other domains such as youth and disability 
sport, it is perhaps, surprising that an area which is particularly prevalent in sport, has been 
overlooked; that is, the study of resilience at the team sport level. Psychological resilience 
research at the individual level may perhaps influence the approach to researching resilience 
at the team level, yet it is important to be sensitive to the potential changes in meaning of 
constructs at different levels  (Zautra, Hall, & Murray, 2008). Furthermore, while our 
understanding of individual level protective factors and resilience processes is well 
documented (cf. Luthar et al., 2000), it is very likely that the relational fabric of teams that is 
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fundamental to group functioning may have implications for the conceptualisation, meaning, 
qualities, and underlying processes of team resilience. Indeed, when considering resilience, 
Southwick et al. (2014) argued that appreciating that humans are embraced in social 
structures such as groups and collective networks is vital. Therefore, Part Three provides an 
overview of the team resilience research that has been conducted to date. 
 
Part Four: Team Resilience Research 
 
2.4 Introduction 
It is only in the last decade that the concept of team resilience research has been 
specifically investigated. Team resilience is emerging as a growing area of interest in various 
areas of psychology such as organisational psychology, occupational health psychology, and 
positive psychology (see Alliger, Cerasoli, Tannenbaum, & Vessey, 2015; Amaral, 
Fernandes, & Varajão, 2015; Bennett, Aden, Broome, Mitchell, & Rigdon, 2010; Blatt, 2009; 
Carmeli, Friedman, & Tishler, 2013; Edson, 2012; Gomes, Borges, Huber, & Carvalho, 
2014; Meneghel, Salanova, & Martínez, 2016; Rahimnia, Nazemi, & Moradian, 2014; 
Rodríguez-Sánchez, & Perea, 2015; Stephens, Heaphy, Carmeli, & Spreitzer, 2013; Stevens, 
Galloway, Lamb, Steed, & Lamb, 2015; Van der Beek & Schraagen, 2015; West et al., 
2009). Therefore, while the main focus in resilience research has, to date, specifically been 
directed at the individual level, important questions remain about the nature of team 
resilience as a psychological construct. In this section, various definitions, psychosocial 
factors and processes are described to highlight the importance of understanding how teams 
may have the capacity to positively adapt to challenging situations. Given the under-
researched nature of team resilience, this section is presented in a broadly chronological 
structure to highlight the progression of approaches and perspectives adopted by researchers. 
2.41 The shift to the team level: Early team resilience research. The first published 
study of team resilience was conducted by Blatt (2009) who explored the importance of 
entrepreneurial teams’ abilities to positively adapt to setbacks. According to Blatt, 
challenging situations faced by entrepreneurial teams include novelty, surprise, fluctuating 
emotions, and failures. Importantly for the team level, Blatt emphasised that relational factors 
had been generally overlooked in resilience research. She identified two relational 
mechanisms deemed important for entrepreneurial teams: communal schemas (i.e., 
expressions of commitment from one team member to another) and contracting practices (i.e., 
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making team member objectives explicit). From the results of survey data of 122 new 
entrepreneurial ventures, Blatt found support for the role of communal schemas and 
contracting practices in enhancing team resilience. A key strength of this study was that it 
was the first to address the concept of team resilience. Moreover, Blatt drew attention to the 
specific stressors that teams experience and the importance of relational mechanisms, which 
facilitate resilience at the group level. However, the identification of two relational variables 
(i.e., communal schemas and contracting practices) is limited, perhaps, since it is likely that a 
variety of psychosocial processes facilitate team resilience in practice. Furthermore, as Blatt 
acknowledged, a limitation of this study was that only one team member in each team was 
surveyed, which for a study of teams is “particularly problematic” (p. 9). Finally, although 
Blatt recognised the distinctive aspects of team resilience, a clear conceptual, contextual, and 
definitional approach was not evident which is important when considering resilience in 
different contexts (cf. Luthar et al., 2000). 
Within the area of positive organisational behaviour, West et al. (2009) examined 
team level positivity and the relationship between team resilience and team outcomes (e.g., 
conflict, team satisfaction). West et al. described team resilience as, “the capacity to bounce 
back from failure, setbacks, conflicts, or any other threat to wellbeing that a team may 
experience” (p. 254). In a similar vein to Blatt’s (2009) study, West et al. also described the 
distinctive nature of resilience as a team level construct and its role in helping teams avoid 
the potentially debilitating effects of stressors (e.g., reduced communication, less effective 
use of information, lowered coordination and cooperation). Moreover, they also emphasised 
the critical role of relational factors and the interdependent nature of teams during stressors. 
Using quantitative methods, an experimental design was employed with random assignment 
of 308 students to form 101 project teams. Following completion of four project tasks with 
data collected after each one, the findings showed that team resilience was related to team 
outcomes in the latter part of the data collection phase. Importantly, the findings appeared to 
support team resilience being conceived as a dynamic process that emerges over time, since 
resilience was enhanced only once relationships had been established and team members had 
the opportunity to interact and share experiences of stressors. An implication of this study, 
therefore, was that team resilience might be developed through interventions that can protect 
teams from the potentially negative effects of stressors. 
2.42 A team resilience intervention. Although the studies by Blatt (2009) and West 
et al. (2009) highlighted the potential benefits of team resilience development, just one team 
resilience intervention exists to date in existing research. In the area of health psychology, 
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Bennett et al. (2010) developed a three-day training program for 124 young restaurant 
workers, a population identified as being exposed to various risks. Example of stressors 
included being at risk from alcohol and drug abuse, a large proportion of workers employed 
during “emerging adulthood” (p. 224) which carry a range of risks, and working in a sector 
with a reputation for challenging interpersonal relations in the workplace. The authors 
recognised the potential benefits of devising a team resilience program to strengthen team 
members’ group functioning during stressors and to reduce the risks that employees 
encountered. The intervention comprised of “5 Cs” based on the individual level resilience 
research by Friborg, Hjemdal, Rosenvenge, and Martinussen (2003): community (e.g., social 
support), compassion (e.g., demonstrating caring relationships), confidence (e.g., developing 
confidence during stressors), commitment (e.g., being accountable to team members), and 
centering (e.g., stress management and coping skills). The findings showed significant 
increases in self-report ratings of personal resilience for those participants that attended all 
team resilience sessions with similar pre/post scores for those participants that attended fewer 
sessions. A notable strength of this study was demonstrating the benefits of “moving research 
to everyday practice” (p. 223) through the first team resilience intervention. Another strength 
of the study was how the author considered protective factors, positive adaptation, and risks, 
which is important for a study of resilience (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012; Sarkar & Fletcher, 
2013). In contrast to West et al. (2009), Bennett et al. (2010) did not use randomised 
sampling, instead focusing on demonstrating the benefits of an intervention which has 
relevance to a ‘real’ high risk population detectable through participant changes in scores 
rather than using a comparison group. Notwithstanding the strengths of this study, two 
important limitations were evident that might guide future team resilience research. Firstly, 
Bennett et al. (2010) did not conceptualise, define, or measure resilience at the team level, 
which is vital when investigating constructs at different levels (see e.g., Chan, 1998). Instead, 
assessments of resilience involved self-report ratings of individuals’ own perceptions of their 
own personal level of resilience. Second, the measure of personal resilience was based on a 
trait conceptualisation of resilience, and therefore, overlooked the importance of person-
environmental considerations (cf. Egeland et al., 1993).  
2.43 Characteristics of team resilience. Within the area of systems research and 
organisational behaviour, Edson (2012) employed qualitative methods to explore team 
resilience in project teams within organisations. Findings revealed that project teams’ 
resilience was characterised by team members being conscious of the need to adapt to 
adversity and take action, effective leadership during adversity, effective communication to 
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derive collective meaning of adversity, and the renewal of group structures and norms. 
Edson’s research resonated with that of West et al. (2009) which indicated the importance of 
temporal aspects of team resilience in accordance with a group’s development over time. 
Implicit in this is the notion that team resilience may be a dynamic process developed over 
time. Furthermore, the findings showed that team resilience involves change through 
interactions between the team and their environment. Specifically, Edson (2012) suggested 
that, “the study’s results emphasised the importance of a project team’s consciousness of its 
environment and the criticality of scanning for feedback” (p. 515). This raises potentially 
fruitful avenues for future team resilience research and the design of interventions that 
consider both the team and its interaction with the environment. However, one limitation of 
this study was the failure to provide definitional clarity of resilience at the team level since 
this would point to a clearer guiding conceptual framework for future research, particularly 
given the early stage of team resilience research. 
Other characteristics of team resilience in the management setting were identified in 
research conducted by Stephens et al. (2013). Specifically, the authors examined how the 
quality of emotional expression was related to resilience at both the individual and team 
level. Drawing on research by Dutton and Heaphy (2003), the authors referred to quality of 
emotional expression as ‘emotional carrying capacity’ (i.e., the expression of emotions, both 
positive and negative, in connections with others). Sampling members of top management 
teams, and using a three-item self-report measure of team resilience, the results showed a 
positive link between quality of emotional expression and team resilience. The findings also 
showed that close, caring, and trusting relationships during adversity characterised team 
resilience. For example, the authors suggested that trusting relationships promoted 
constructive expressions of emotions during stressors, which enhanced team resilience. A 
point of difference between the individual and team level was that trusting relationships 
enabled team members to express vulnerability with one another, thereby creating 
psychologically safe groups, which is particularly important during adversity as it promotes 
open communication and learning (Edmondson, 1999). Hence, Stephens et al. (2013) 
proposed that emotional carrying capacity represented a psychological process underlying 
team resilience. These findings resonated with Blatt’s (2009) study, which also highlighted 
the importance of caring relationships for team resilience. However, similar to other studies 
of team resilience, it was not clear how resilience as a team level construct was 
conceptualised or defined within the context of organisational psychology. Indeed, the three-
item measure was designed to “assess a team’s capacity to bounce back” (p. 27) with 
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emphasis placed on coping skills. However, there is increasing evidence that resilience and 
coping are conceptually distinct constructs and that resilience is a dynamic process that 
develops over time rather than bouncing back and recovery from a one-time adversity (cf. 
Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012; Luthar et al., 2000). Despite these limitations, Stephens et al. 
highlighted the complexity of relational factors that may underlie team resilience, and by 
assessing resilience at both individual and team levels they identified clear distinctions across 
the level of analyses. 
The growing interest in the relationship between team resilience and top management 
teams was also extended by Carmeli et al. (2013). They described a number of stressors that 
face top management teams such as failure, performance slumps, and competitive pressures. 
Drawing on the same literature as Stephens et al. (2013) which focused on high quality 
relationships (cf. Dutton, 2003), Carmeli et al. (2013) proposed that open relationships enable 
team members to see opportunities during stressors rather than threats, and improves strategic 
decision-making, which enhances a team’s resilience. They also described resilience at the 
team level as “a team’s belief that it can absorb and cope with strain, as well as a team’s 
capacity to cope, recover, and adjust positively to difficulties” (p. 149). Consistent with other 
research (cf. Weick, 1993), Carmeli et al. (2013) also proposed that resilient teams are 
characterised by a collective awareness of stressors and take action to positively adjust to 
them. Using quantitative methods, Carmeli and colleagues surveyed 74 top management 
teams using a six-item measure of team resilience which assessed a team’s effacious beliefs 
(e.g., “When encountering a new and difficult task, we are certain we can do it successfully”) 
and a team’s adaptive capacity (e.g., “We do not adjust to the changing conditions in the 
environment, because we do not make the vital changes and implement them effectively”). 
Findings showed that having high quality relationships enhanced strategic decision-making, 
which, in turn, harnessed team resilience. These findings pointed to the importance of quality 
relationships and structural ties in teams and their influence on decisionmaking in pressurised 
situations. A notable contribution to the team resilience literature was the assessment of team 
members’ perceptions of their team’s resilience since this more clearly addressed 
measurement at the team level (cf. Chan, 1998). However, given that high quality 
relationships may involve constructive expressions of emotions (cf. Stephens et al., 2013), it 
was perhaps surprising that the role of positive and negative emotions wasn’t assessed. 
Nevertheless, the findings of this study have interesting implications for the transfer to the 
team sport setting where effective strategic and tactical decisionmaking is required during 
pressurised situations. Referring to future research directions, Carmeli et al. suggested that 
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“further research is needed to deepen our understanding of team resilience and the processes 
that help build this capacity” (p. 148). 
Carmeli et al.’s (2013) research was extended by Rahimnia et al. (2014) to explore the 
relationship between high quality relationships and top management teams’ resilience. Based 
on a sample of 139 managers from Iranian executive teams, Rahimnia et al. (2014) used the 
team resilience measures devised by Carmeli et al. (2013) and the results supported their 
findings that the quality of relationships in top management teams is associated with team 
resilience. This research also provided an insight into team resilience situated in other 
sociocultural contexts which is important for studies of resilience (cf. Ungar, 2010). 
Within the area of ergonomics, team resilience has also recently attracted researchers’ 
attention to better understand responses to emergency situations such as natural disasters and 
nuclear accidents. Gomes et al. (2014) used a case study approach involving a simulation 
exercise of a nuclear power plant emergency to identify sources of resilience in team 
coordination. Data collection involved observation and audio and video records of participant 
interactions. The findings showed that team resilience was characterised by effective 
communication during stressors (e.g., regular briefing and debriefing), diversity of 
emergency response team composition (e.g., to broaden the knowledge base during 
decisions), and effective organisation (e.g., evidence of planning and adjustment during new 
information). Gomes et al. (2014) also found that non-resilience was characterised by 
ineffective briefing for latecomers on the scene, lack of appropriate workspace organisation, 
strains on coordination as the group size increased, over-reliance of the team coordinator for 
communications resulting in overload, over-reliance of verbal communication and a lack of 
visual support to assist decision-making (e.g., wall displays). While this study only 
considered one aspect of team resilience (i.e., team coordination patterns during stressors), 
these findings might be particularly salient in emergency situations. This reinforces the 
importance of developing an understanding of team resilience that is contextually relevant 
(Luthar et al., 2000). Furthermore, simulation training may offer researchers and practitioners 
a better understanding of how to develop team resilience in other contexts such as sport 
which require effective coordination and adaptive communication patterns. 
2.44 Review of team resilience processes and development. Most recently, two 
studies published in 2015 moved away from general descriptions of team resilience towards 
understanding how team resilience might be developed. Firstly, Amaral et al. (2015) 
identified the characteristics of team resilience in project teams, and how these might be 
developed through specific actions. Based on their assessment of the literature, they defined 
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team resilience as “the team’s ability to deal with problems, overcome obstacles, or resist the 
pressure of adverse situations, without entering into rupture, and allowing a positive 
adjustment to successfully perform particular tasks, increase reliability, longevity, and the 
overall performance” (p. 1184). Implicit in this definition is the protective role of team 
resilience from the potentially harmful effects of stressors. Survey results identified from 118 
project team members revealed 48 ranked actions for team resilience development. The most 
important perceived actions to improve team resilience included: promote collaboration 
among project team members, promote solidarity between team members in work 
development, promote the recognition, appreciation and use of the talents and competencies 
of each team member, promote the ability of team members to learn from mistakes, and align 
team members with the project objectives. These results pointed to possible psychosocial 
group processes underlying team resilience such as learning, collaboration, strong team 
bonds, and positivity during stressors. Moreover, the study also illustrated the potential of 
such processes to form the basis of interventions to develop team resilience. 
 The benefit of developing team resilience for optimal team performance was also 
reinforced by Alliger et al. (2015). Based on the authors’ own experiences of working with 
teams and following a review of the resilience literature, they proposed three practical 
strategies (minimise, manage, and mend) to guide the development of team resilience. Firstly, 
Alliger et al. (2015) suggested that resilient teams should take ‘minimising actions’ such as 
anticipating and preparing for challenges and emerging problems. Second, resilient teams 
must ‘manage’ and endure challenging situations. Therefore, they should be engaged in 
assessing challenges, addressing chronic stressors, and provide social support to each other. 
Third, teams’ efforts to ‘mend’ themselves may develop resilience by adopting a learning 
approach during stressors, using debriefs, and using positive communication. They also 
proposed that leadership processes might enhance team resilience by providing teams with 
the necessary physical and psychosocial resources to withstand stressors (e.g., provide open 
communication), which reinforces the psychosocial nature of team resilience when compared 
with psychological resilience. While the summary paper by Alliger et al. (2015) provided 
further support for the importance of developing team resilience, no specific published team 
resilience literature was reviewed as a basis to systematically evaluate current developments 
in this area (cf. Bennett et al., 2010; Carmeli et al., 2013; West et al., 2009). 
Within the context of the emergency services, Rodríguez-Sánchez and Perea (2015) 
also reviewed the resilience literature and identified a number of potential processes 
underlying team resilience. They proposed that the protective resources contained in groups 
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should be harnessed to develop team resilience. Specifically, Rodríguez-Sánchez and Perea 
(2015) identified several group-level processes including transformational leadership (e.g., 
promoting threats as challenges to followers), teamwork (e.g., effective interdependent 
working), and organisational practices (e.g., promoting wellbeing). The potential role of 
leadership behaviour as a team resilience process offers researchers a fruitful avenue of 
research which was also supported by Alliger et al. (2015). However, for a review of team 
resilience, Rodríguez-Sánchez and Perea also overlooked the majority of existing literature 
that has specifically addressed team resilience research since 2009 (i.e., Carmeli et al, 2013; 
Edson, 2012; Gomes, 2012; Stephens et al, 2013; West et al., 2009). Indeed, only the studies 
by Blatt (2009) and Bennett et al. (2010) were reviewed and therefore, the study did not take 
into account other relational factors identified in the growing body of knowledge in this area. 
Moreover, the authors predominantly reviewed organisational and individual level literature 
and therefore, an assessment of how findings at these levels might be developed as a team 
level construct was not explored.  
Recently, Stevens et al. (2015) provided an insight into the role of team-level 
processes that might underpin team resilience. Specifically, the role of cognitive team 
processes for team resilience in the military context was identified as a key factor for group 
performance. Using team simulations in a military exercise, initial briefings of a scenario for 
a team task were held and the team was subsequently exposed to disruptions and stressors. 
Stevens et al. suggested that team resilience was enhanced when team members adapted to 
stressors and reorganised their initial collective cognitive organisation of the task (i.e., their 
prior shared understanding of the team’s task) during stressors. The authors further suggested 
that, “the more cognitively organised a team is during the [initial team] briefing, the better 
they will perform on the task” (p. 345). This may have implications for the role of developing 
collective knowledge (i.e., being on the same wavelength), a shared mental model (cf. 
Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Converse, 1990; Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993), learning processes, 
and the use of briefings and debriefings during interventions. Shared mental models refer to 
collective understandings of the necessary actions and behaviour required in teams (cf. 
Cannon-Bowers et al., 1990) which might be critical for team resilience. Furthermore, the 
findings of Stevens et al. also appeared to show support for team resilience being conceived 
as a dynamic process since group cognitions revealed patterns of organisation and 
reorganisation over time during stressors.  
In the context of engineering and safety systems, Van der Beek and Schraagen (2015) 
developed a questionnaire to assess aspects of team resilience. They based their study on 
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Hollnagel’s (2011) model of four general abilities of what constitutes resilience in a system: 
responding, monitoring, anticipating, and learning. Van der Beek and Schraagen conducted a 
literature review on team resilience identifying only four studies using various scientific 
databases  (e.g., Scopus) between 2000-2013 and a total of 11 papers when extending the 
search to other search terms and other databases. From this, they devised a questionnaire (i.e., 
Analysing and Developing Adaptability and Performance in Teams to Enhance Resilience 
questionnaire). Their findings provided support for team resilience as a psychosocial process 
since the role of leadership processes such as team leadership and team members’ interaction 
with the environment (e.g., adjusting to new information) were highlighted as important 
factors. However, there are three main limitations with this study. Firstly, the present review 
of literature in this thesis has revealed a number of studies that were overlooked in Van der 
Beek and Shraagen’s study during the same period that directly addressed team resilience as 
a scientific construct (e.g., Bennett et al., 2010, Blatt, 2009, West et al, 2009). Second, it 
could be argued that given the paucity of research that exists, qualitative methods might be a 
more appropriate starting-point to develop a team-level understanding of the meaning, 
characteristics, and processes of team resilience before moving towards the development of a 
measure. For example, the items on the questionnaire didn’t always refer to stressors or 
adverse situations which is central to resilience research (cf. Luthar et al. 2000). Using 
Hollnagel’s (2011) conceptual framework is also slightly problematic given that it was not 
specific to teams and as Van der Beek and Schraagen acknowledged, it was not based on any 
empirical evidence. However, this study did provide an insight into the potential for 
resilience interventions using exposure to errors, learning, and team leadership.  
Finally, in the most recent study of team resilience to date, Meneghel et al. (2016) 
stated that, “establishing which variables help the development of team resilience is essential 
to better prepare teams to respond to future adverse situations” (p. 506). Meneghel et al. 
directed researchers’ attention to the potential role of affective processes and revealed a 
positive relationship between collective positive emotions (i.e., enthusiasm, optimism, 
satisfaction, comfort, and relaxation), team resilience and the performance of work teams. 
Their findings showed that the development of group emotions enhanced team resilience in 
the work team context. Specifically, based on positive emotions research by Fredrickson 
(1998, 2001), the authors suggested that their findings were explained by positive collective 
emotions enlarging group resources during stressors and, in turn, this enhanced team 
resilience. They also argued that team resilience interventions should include opportunities 
for team members to display and recognise the benefits of their positive emotions. Meneghel 
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and colleagues applied a logical basis for the development of research by conceptualising and 
assessing team resilience as a group-level construct in accordance with Chan (1998). They 
also contributed to the systematic development of team resilience research by extending 
previous research by West et al. (2009) and Carmeli et al. (2013). 
2.45 Summary of team resilience research. In general, there are a number of 
overarching themes emerging in the team resilience literature. There are signs of a growing 
interest in team resilience as an area of psychology since 2009; and, there is recognition of 
the distinctiveness between psychological resilience and team resilience. For example, 
although teams consist of groups of individuals, there appear to be distinct differences in 
some of the protective aspects of team resilience. Reinforcing this point, Bennett et al. (2010) 
proposed that, “resilience may be viewed as much a social factor (existing in teams of 
groups) as an individual trait” (p. 225). In this review, this notion was reflected in a number 
of characteristics of team resilience that were identified by researchers including: having a 
collective awareness of the need to take action during stressors (Alliger et al., 2015), having 
effective leadership (Alliger et al., 2015), using constructive communication (Gomes et al., 
2014), identifying clear operating structures and group norms (Edson, 2012, Gomes et al., 
2014), team members engaging in high quality of emotional expression, caring relationships, 
and structural ties during setbacks (Stephens et al., 2013), efficacious beliefs (Carmeli et al., 
2013), and supportive relationships (Alliger et al., 2015). From this review, it was also 
evident that a number of team resilience processes were revealed including the development 
of team bonds and communal schema (Blatt, 2009), learning, group emotions, collaboration 
(Amaral et al., 2015, Meneghel et al., 2016, West et al., 2009), teamwork (Rodríguez-
Sánchez & Perea, 2015), and collective cognitive organisation of tasks prior to, and during 
setbacks (Stevens et al., 2015). The identification of underlying processes reflects an 
emerging interest in the development of team resilience and the design of interventions. 
While the only intervention study to date was completed by Bennett et al. (2010), a number 
of researchers suggested that mobilising the collective resources that exist in teams might 
develop team resilience. Team resilience interventions might include aspects such as 
challenging team member beliefs during setbacks (Carmeli et al., 2013), using briefings and 
debriefings (Alliger et al., 2015), exposure to and simulation of stressors (Gomes et al., 2014, 
Stevens et al., 2015), and developing collective positive emotions (Meneghel et al., 2016). 
2.5 Rationale, Purpose, and Structure of the Thesis 
The scientific study of team resilience has begun to attract researchers’ attention as a 
potentially pivotal construct, which, until recently, has been overlooked in the resilience 
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literature. The fact that teams are so prevalent in many areas of life and face increasingly 
complex strains and demands (cf. Alliger et al., 2015, Amaral et al., 2015) makes the 
imbalance between research at the psychological and team level of resilience surprising and 
this represents a significant gap in resilience research. Teams face specific stressors and 
adversities that have the potential to impact negatively on team performance (Meneghel et al., 
2016, Van der Beek et al., 2015) and yet, while there is growing interest in some areas of 
psychology seeking to understand how teams can harness the psychosocial resources to 
positively adapt to stressors, no studies exist within the team sport context. Indeed, Galli and 
Gonzalez (2015) recently highlighted the potential importance of team resilience in sport 
proposing, “because most sports involve team participation, and adversities are often 
experienced at the team level, it makes conceptual sense to investigate resilience from this 
perspective” (p. 249). Furthermore, within the general team resilience literature, no studies 
have sought to develop a clear definition and conceptualisation of team resilience as a team-
level construct through systematic research. Taking these points together, therefore, an urgent 
need exists to define and conceptualise team resilience in the sport context as the basis for the 
scientific development of this desirable construct. Moreover, as Luthar et al. (2000) 
recommended in their seminal paper, it is important that researchers clarify and justify their 
definition and conceptualisation of resilience within specific domains. 
The broad purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to advance psychologists’ knowledge of 
the nature, meaning, and scope of team resilience in the team sport context. Specifically, 
Chapter three describes the findings of an investigation that provides greater definitional and 
conceptual clarity of team resilience in competitive sport (i.e., what team resilience is) and 
proposes a framework to profile the resilient characteristics of competitive sports teams (i.e., 
what a resilient team looks like). In Chapter four, the psychosocial processes underlying team 
resilience are explored. Chapter five examines how team resilience can be developed through 
multiple strategies and techniques, and Chapter six presents the findings of a season-long 
team resilience intervention in rugby union. Finally, chapter seven provides a summary, 
general discussion, and conclusion of this thesis. 
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Chapter Three: Empirical Research:  
Study One 
 
 In the previous chapter, I explored the construct of psychological resilience in general 
psychology and how it has been defined and conceptualised at the individual level. 
Thereafter, I reviewed recent developments in psychological resilience research in sport and 
provided a rationale for the need to extend this research to the team level. I also explained 
how team resilience is a growing area of psychology and I evaluated how the study of this 
construct has been approached in other academic disciplines such as organisational 
psychology and contexts such as business management and emergency services. Drawing on 
other areas of psychology, various characteristics and processes were described to provide an 
overview of the relationship between team resilience and group functioning in the context of 
stressors. Lastly, following the review of literature, I proposed the need to advance team 
resilience research to the field of sport psychology to better understand how teams can 
harness the collective resources that exist in groups to positively adapt to stressors. This 
chapter reports the findings of the first study of team resilience in elite sport. The purpose of 
the study is to provide a definition of team resilience in competitive sport and to describe the 
resilient characteristics of elite teams. 
 
Defining and Characterising Team Resilience in Elite Sport 1 
 
3.1 Introduction 
Resilience is recognised as an important psychological phenomenon for 
understanding the positive development of people who overcome a variety of difficulties 
during the course of their lives (Masten & O’Dougherty Wright, 2010). Within elite sport, 
                                                
1 Morgan, P. B. C., Fletcher, D., & Sarkar, M. (2012, July). A qualitative exploration of team resilience in elite 
sport. International Convention on Science, Education and Medicine in Sport, Glasgow, UK. 
   Morgan, P. B. C., Fletcher, D., & Sarkar, M. (2013). Defining and characterizing team resilience in elite 
sport. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 14, 549-559. 
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teams frequently experience adversity, and being able to positively adapt to such situations 
represents a significant challenge for athletes and coaches. Indeed, research in sport 
psychology has revealed that specific stressors are encountered within elite team 
environments, including the quality of coach-player interactions, poor communication 
channels, letting teammates down, and negative aspects of organisational culture (see, e.g., 
Holt & Hogg, 2002; Nicholls et al., 2007; Noblett & Gifford, 2002). Although such research 
has identified the types of stressors present within team environments, the exploration of how 
a team’s collective resources can be harnessed to positively adapt to adversity has been 
largely overlooked in the sport psychology literature. Recently, however, team resilience has 
emerged as an important concept in business and health psychology and researchers have 
begun to elucidate how groups respond favorably to adverse events (see, e.g., Bennett et al., 
2010; West et al., 2009). 
Resilience has been defined as, “a dynamic process encompassing positive adaptation 
within the context of significant adversity” (Luthar, et al., 2000, p. 435). Two conditions of 
resilience are understood to be inherent within this definition: firstly, that there is exposure to 
significant adversity (or risk) and secondly that positive adaptation (or competence) occurs 
(Masten, 2001). Early resilience research unearthed various factors that protect individuals 
from the potential negative effects of stressors (see, e.g., Garmezy, 1991). These 
characteristics, which are often referred to as protective factors in the resilience literature, 
have been identified at individual, family, and community levels and include qualities such as 
adaptability, a positive family climate, and positive attachment relationships (Werner & 
Smith, 1992). Since the early 1990s, the focus of resilience research has shifted away from 
identifying resilient qualities towards conceiving resilience as a dynamic process (Luthar et 
al., 2000; Masten, 2001; Richardson, 2002). When conceived as a dynamic process, it has 
been suggested that resilience is a capacity that develops over time in the context of person-
environment interactions (Egeland et al., 1993). That is, the extent to which an individual 
reacts positively to adversity depends on the nature of the demands encountered and how he 
or she adapts to the circumstances. 
Despite advances in the conceptualisation of resilience in general psychology (see, for 
a review, Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013), the importance of this construct has only recently been 
recognised in sport psychology research. In 2004, Holt and Dunn employed a grounded 
theory approach to identify and examine psychosocial competencies among elite male 
adolescent soccer players. Interestingly, resilience emerged as one of the four major themes 
regarded as central to an individual’s soccer success. Specifically, being able to thrive under 
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pressure and respond positively to setbacks were considered to be important features of 
resilience. In the first study to specifically investigate resilience in sport, Galli and Vealey 
(2008) explored individual athlete’s perceptions of resilience in relation to the adversities 
they had encountered. The major themes that emerged from this qualitative study were: 
breadth and duration of the resilience process, agitation (e.g., coping strategies), personal 
resources (e.g., determination), and sociocultural influences (e.g., social support). Using 
quantitative analyses, Gucciardi et al. (2011) examined individual resilient qualities in a sport 
context. Examples of such qualities were adaptability, staying focused under pressure, and 
handling unpleasant feelings. Results provided partial support for the revised 10-item 
Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Campbell-Sills & Stein, 2007; Connor & Davidson, 
2003) across samples of adolescent and adult Australian cricketers. Most recently, Fletcher 
and Sarkar (2012) interviewed twelve Olympic champions to explore and explain the 
relationship between psychological resilience and optimal sport performance. They found 
that numerous psychological factors (relating to a positive personality, motivation, 
confidence, focus, and perceived social support) protect the world’s best athletes from the 
potential negative effect of stressors by influencing their challenge appraisal and meta-
cognitions. These constructive cognitive reactions promoted facilitative responses that 
appeared to be firmly embedded in taking personal responsibility for one’s thoughts, feelings, 
and actions. In turn, positive responses led to the realisation of optimal sport performance. 
Although this body of work provides an insight into resilience in sport, the focus to date has 
specifically been on individual resilience and, therefore, questions remain about the nature of 
team resilience in sport. 
Recent resilience research in community psychology and organisational behaviour has 
shifted away from individuals toward the study of groups and teams (Brodsky et al., 2011; 
Norris, Stevens, Pfefferbaum, Wyche, & Pfefferbaum, 2008). Resilience at the group level 
has been characterised by psychosocial factors such as caring relationships and effective 
teamwork generated through trust, cohesion, creativity, collective efficacy, and relational 
reserves (Blatt, 2009; Gittell, Cameron, Lim, & Rivas, 2006; Lengnick-Hall, Beck, & 
Lengnick-Hall, 2011; Norris et al., 2008). Furthermore, groups that retain a broader 
perspective when faced with stressors are able to positively adapt to demanding situations by 
embracing challenging experiences and adopting a learning orientation (Bennett et al., 2010; 
Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003; West et al., 2009). Reinforcing the need for group level resilience 
research, Bennett et al. (2010) remarked that, “resilience may be viewed as much a social 
factor existing in teams as an individual trait” (p. 225). This statement suggests that team 
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members do not exist in isolation and that they may have the capacity to adapt positively to 
their environment through facilitative collective interactions. Most recently, Brodsky et al. 
(2011) asserted that, “. . . a focus on the individual is not enough” (p. 233). Specifically, they 
described a number of resilience processes operating at the organisational level including: 
creating a culture that strengthens a sense of community, reframing of organisational 
stressors, taking action based on the organisation’s mission and ideology, developing shared 
value systems, and enhancing adaptability through flexible team structures (see also Fletcher 
& Wagstaff, 2009; Wagstaff, Fletcher, & Hanton, 2012). These processes support Chan’s 
(1998) contention that constructs in the same content domain (e.g., resilience) are manifested 
in different ways at different levels of analysis (e.g., individual or team). Based on this 
notion, we propose that the development of a robust conceptual scaffold for team level 
resilience research will provide greater clarity about how resilience is defined and 
characterised in teams. Indeed, team resilience has a critical and distinctive role to play for 
those functioning in groups, as suggested by West et al. (2009): 
Team resilience may prove to be an important positive team level capacity that aids in 
the repair and rebound of teams when facing potentially stressful situations. Teams 
which display the ability to either thrive under high liability situations, improvise and 
adapt to significant change or stress, or simply recover from a negative experience are 
less likely to experience the potentially damaging effects of threatening situations.  
(p. 254) 
Although sport psychology research is beginning to shed light on the resilience-
related characteristics and processes at the individual level, the nature of resilience at the 
team level requires specific examination in the sport context. Team level resilience research 
in elite sport may not only provide important knowledge about how resilient teams manage 
the unique stressors they collectively encounter but also about their ability to sustain high 
performance despite the ever-changing, complex environment of elite sport. Therefore, the 
purpose of this study is to explore team resilience in elite sport. Specifically, the objectives 
are to develop a definition of team resilience and to identify the resilient characteristics of 
elite sport teams. It is hoped that this study will provide practitioners with a framework to 
profile resilient characteristics of teams when encountering adversity. In turn, this could 
facilitate the design of team-based resilience interventions for athletes and coaches operating 
in elite sport. 
3.2 Method 
3.21 Research design. In accordance with exploratory studies that seek to collect rich 
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data to portray complex human experiences (cf. Silverman, 2006), a qualitative design was 
adopted in this study. Moreover, given that qualitative research emphasises the exploration of 
social and interactive explanations arising from human behaviour (King & Horrocks, 2010), a 
qualitative investigation was deemed to be particularly appropriate for the exploration of a 
group level concept, such as team resilience in this case (cf. Ungar, 2003). Team members do 
not exist in isolation from one another, rather their experiences are shared and therefore 
research designs should capture these collective interactions. For example, while the use of 
one-to-one interviews have benefits in qualitative research, the use of group interviews 
provide opportunities to obtain views and attitudes at another level (King & Horrocks, 2010). 
Specifically, King and Horrocks (2010) argued: “Indeed, a situation where people are 
interacting as part of a group is seen to be more ‘naturalistic’, to be much closer to everyday 
life than the individual encounter with a lone interviewer” (p. 62). This is supported by Basch 
(1987) who proposed the use of focus groups in qualitative designs when learning about 
population sub-groups “with respect to conscious, semi-conscious, and unconscious 
psychological . . . characteristics and processes” (p. 411). Furthermore, group interviews 
(e.g., focus groups) allow participants more time for reflection and recall than individual 
interviews when discussing shared experiences while allowing opportunities to respond to 
others (Lofland, Snow, Anderson, & Lofland, 2006). Therefore, in the present study, focus 
groups were adopted to elicit a collective conversation about team resilience. Indeed, 
Liamputtong (2011) has suggested that, “focus group interviews allow group dynamics and 
help the researcher capture shared . . . experiences, accessing elements that other methods 
may not be able to reach” (p. 4). 
3.22 Participants. The sample in this study included a total of 31 participants (17 
female, 14 male) who ranged in age from 18 to 36 years (M = 25.7, SD = 5.2). The 
participants had been competing in their respective teams for between 1 and 12 years (M = 
4.55, SD = 3.28). Participants represented the following sports: rowing (six female 
participants), field hockey (five female participants), soccer (six male participants), handball 
(six female participants), and futsal (eight male participants). The rowing team members had 
won eight Olympic medals and 10 world titles, and the field hockey team members were 
ranked in the top five sides in the world with three world championship medals. The soccer 
team members competed professionally in the English Championship division, the handball 
team members participated in Olympic and European competition, and the futsal team 
members competed internationally for their respective country. 
3.23 Procedure. Following institutional ethical approval, the Performance Directors 
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of each team were contacted by telephone or email and the purpose and requirements of the 
investigation were communicated. Homogeneous focus groups (i.e., groups comprising of 
members from the same team) were established to promote interaction due to their familiarity 
with each other as team members (Morgan, 1997; Stewart, Shamdasani, & Rook, 2007), and 
to enable the discussion of resilience within their own teams. In terms of the quantity of 
groups, Krueger and Casey (2009) suggested that typically three to four groups is appropriate 
when conducting applied research. In the present study, five focus groups of elite team 
members were completed after which saturation was deemed to have occurred. Regarding 
group size, focus groups of five to eight participants were used, based on Krueger and 
Casey’s (2009) guidelines, to promote effective interaction and exchange of views. Focus 
group dates were agreed at a convenient time for participants and briefing information was 
sent two weeks in advance by email. Venues were identified at team training centers to 
provide an appropriate, comfortable, and familiar setting for participants (Stewart & 
Shamdasani, 1990; Liamputtong, 2011). Immediately prior to each focus group, the first 
author completed a record of participants’ demographic details, learnt their first names, and 
engaged informally with them to build rapport (Morgan, 1997).   
3.24 Interview guide. Due to the exploratory nature of the study, a semi-structured 
interview guide was designed to facilitate a flexible interview format (Liamputtong, 2011; 
Stewart et al., 2007). This approach was based on Kitzinger’s (1994) suggestion that group  
interviews should promote participant engagement with each other so that they are 
encouraged to “verbally formulate their ideas and draw out the cognitive structures which 
previously have been unarticulated” (p. 106). The interview guide comprised five sections 
(see Appendix 1). Section 1 informed the participants about the purpose of the interview and 
focused their attention on the topic under consideration. Specifically, a general overview of 
the concept of resilience was provided and the participants were told that the aim of the 
research was to explore what team resilience meant to them in the context of elite sport. To 
encourage discussion about team resilience, Section 2 encouraged the participants to discuss 
the challenges, stressors, and adversities their team had faced (e.g., “Can you tell me about an 
adversity your team has experienced?”). In Section 3, participants were asked to generate a 
list of characteristics associated with team resilience (e.g., “From your experiences, what are 
the characteristics of a resilient team?”). In Section 4, drawing on and developing the 
previous discussion, participants were asked to construct a definition of team resilience (e.g., 
“From your experiences, and bearing in mind all that we have discussed so far, how would 
you define team resilience?”). Section 5 used summarising statements to provide 
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opportunities for participants to add comments and reflect on the efficacy of the interview 
(Roulston, 2010b). Importantly, although the interview guide was semi-structured, the 
flexible format of the interview ensured that participants could pursue the discussion of their 
team resilience in the direction that they deemed appropriate. Various focus group techniques 
were employed to allow group interactions and the creation of a “synergistic effect” (Stewart 
& Shamdasani, 1990, p. 16). For example, team members were encouraged to speak to each 
other rather than addressing the moderator, were told that their views were valued and that 
there were no right or wrong answers, and were allowed to focus the conversation on topics 
which were meaningful and important to the group. 
3.25 Data analysis. The focus groups ranged in duration from 63 to 88 minutes (M = 
73.4, SD = 12.5) and were transcribed verbatim yielding 280 pages of single spaced text. 
Transcripts were then imported into QSR NVivo Version 9 (2010). To identify the 
characteristics of team resilience, an inductive thematic analysis was conducted. Thematic 
analysis is a qualitative technique which unearths rich and complex accounts of data allowing 
for social and psychological interpretations of data (Guest, MacQueen, & Namey, 2012). In 
line with thematic analysis procedures (Braun & Clarke, 2006), initial emphasis was placed 
on reading and re-reading transcripts, highlighting relevant material, and making annotations. 
Preliminary codes (e.g., words or phrases used by participants, labels relating to the research 
question) representing a characteristic were then inductively identified. These raw-data 
responses were then clustered into lower-order sub-themes before categorising them into 
higher-order themes. The higher-order themes were then clustered into general dimensions to 
present a more meaningful and coherent picture of the participants’ views. To establish a 
definition of team resilience, raw data responses and associated comments from the focus 
groups were clustered into sub-themes. Following this, the research team collectively 
reviewed the definition through a series of meetings and refined the definition, using 
inductive and deductive reasoning, until consensus was reached. 
3.26 Methodological quality and rigour. Although some scholars have opposed the 
development of unvarying universal standards for qualitative research (cf. Sparkes & Smith, 
2009), it is important to assess the quality of a study using evaluative criteria most 
appropriate for the research question and emergent data (Roulston, 2010a). Judging the 
quality of the findings was realised in this study through adopting four main procedures. 
Firstly, purposive sampling was used to ensure that the experiences of the most appropriate 
persons for the research question being addressed were sought (cf. Tracy, 2010). Specifically, 
participants were selected based on them being current team members competing at 
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professional, international and/or Olympic level who had experience of team resilience 
during their sporting career. To illustrate, one focus group had lost their central funding 
contract resulting in disjointed time together, low team morale, and having to find 
employment. Despite this, the group had identified new ways of organising training, 
maintaining positive team relations, and increasing attendance at training camps. Secondly, 
methodological rigour was enhanced through conducting two pilot focus groups with 
members of semi-professional teams (football and rugby) to assess the structure and language 
of each interview question, and to give the first author experience in managing an interview 
with a group. Based on these interviews, the number of questions was reduced where overlap 
was considered to interrupt the flow of the interview. Thirdly, the first author gave 
consideration to the consistency in the way that focus groups were conducted (Liamputtong, 
2011) and used audit trails (Roulston, 2010b) by creating memos and a journal to produce a 
reflective commentary of how the themes were developed (cf. Tracy, 2010). Fourthly, quality 
checks were used to enable the researchers to think critically about the thematic structure 
being developed. Specifically, a combination of code-defining and code-confirming 
approaches was employed whereby transcripts and codes were given to an independent coder 
for critical scrutiny and discussion (King & Horrocks, 2010). This process served to provide 
the researchers with a “critical friend” to help encourage reflexivity and alternative 
explanations and interpretations of the data (cf. Stewart, Smith, & Sparkes, 2011). 
3.3 Results 
The results, representing the participants’ collated responses, present the definition 
and the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. The findings are reported using a 
combination of direct quotations and hierarchical trees to portray the complexity and scope of 
the issues being investigated (cf. Culver, Gilbert, & Sparkes, 2012) with a view to furthering 
readers’ understanding of team resilience in elite sport. 
3.31 Definition of team resilience. Based on the focus group discussions, team 
resilience is defined as a dynamic, psychosocial process which protects a group of individuals 
from the potential negative effect of stressors they collectively encounter. It comprises of 
processes whereby team members use their individual and collective resources to positively 
adapt when experiencing adversity. 
Team resilience was described as a dynamic phenomenon since it was regarded as, for 
example, being “dependent upon what time of season it is” or whether there was “an injury in 
the team”. The majority of participants also described how team resilience arose from a 
variety of social interactions with others. To illustrate, during challenging times, the 
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“support” or “friendship” aspect was influenced by “everybody along the chain” and 
dependent on “what kind of leadership there is”. Most participants emphasised how resilience 
was typically a changing process due to the “ups and downs” of “riding the roller coaster of 
sport”. All of these elements were captured within the definition as “a dynamic, psychosocial 
process”. The following quote by a World Champion female rower highlights the dynamic 
nature of team resilience that can potentially fluctuate when team disruption occurs:   
This [disruption] can occur when somebody new comes into the wider group . . . we 
have been through adversity together and you get to know how people react and you 
know that with every single person in this room, that if the **** hits the fan, they will 
fight with everything that they’ve got but with a new person you don’t know if they 
are going to crumble. 
The generated definition also included the term “protects a group of individuals”. This 
was captured by quotes describing team resilience as akin to “having a barrier round you”, 
“having a thick skin”, and by “being able to filter out” stressors. Furthermore, all of the 
participants emphasised that team resilience involved a shared experience of stressors and 
this was revealed through comments such as “we have been through so many setbacks 
together” and “we have been through almost every challenging situation possible at some 
point”. This aspect was captured within the definition as “they collectively encounter”. The 
final part of the generated definition of team resilience describes how “team members use 
their individual and collective resources to positively adapt when experiencing adversity”. 
The majority of participants described how they individually used their “self-awareness” and 
“took personal responsibility for their actions” in potentially stressful situations. Some of the 
participants also described how they collectively employed group resources when 
experiencing adversity, for example, by striving to produce “a combined effort” and by 
adopting a group mindset where “we’ve taken the challenge upon us, learnt things from it 
[adversity] and improved”. Moreover, all of the participants emphasised the collective nature 
of team resilience with comments such as, “there’s . . . an unwritten rule amongst us all”. An 
international futsal player illustrated the importance of using collective resources during 
setbacks, such as agreeing to work for each other: 
When there’s other people at stake, you feel more strongly. . . you say to yourself, 
‘I’m going to do something about the situation’ . . . You can’t not be bothered when 
you’ve got twelve other members . . . you have to respond to these challenges because 
there’s so much at stake. 
3.32 Resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. The interview data yielded 44 
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lower-order themes which were abstracted into 12 high-order themes. The higher-order 
themes were categorised into four general dimensions to represent the resilient characteristics 
of elite sport teams: group structure, mastery approaches, social capital, and collective 
efficacy (see Figures 1 to 4). A frequency analysis is provided in each figure to illustrate the 
number of teams mentioning each theme.  
 3.321 Group structure. Group structure refers to the conventions that shape group 
norms and roles, and involves both psychosocial and physical aspects. Group structure 
consisted of three higher-order themes: formal structure, group norms and values, and 
communication channels (see Figure 1). The majority of participants suggested that formal 
structures characterised resilient teams by mobilising groups with the necessary people and 
resources to adapt to stressors. For example, having a centralised team base provided 
“massive gains”, and “strengthened group relationships” as highlighted by an elite field 
hockey player: “Since we have become central, you know people a lot more than before and 
it’s like everyone’s your mate, [and when facing difficulties] you want to do it for them and 
for the team”. Within the formal structure higher-order theme, shared leadership roles were 
also identified as a resilient characteristic. To illustrate, some of the participants recognised 
that a core set of leaders were typically present during challenging situations as described by 
an international level professional footballer: 
You need a few types of leaders within the team, a captain type that is going to talk to 
everyone [and] help people if they’ve got problems or issues and then there’s the 
leaders who lead by example by what they do on the pitch and training hard every 
day. [When the team encounters issues] one person can’t change anything and it 
depends on the other players because my experience of resilient teams is that you 
have six or more players who could easily have done the captaincy job but it is more 
important that when someone is picked to do it, the rest is ready to work with him. 
Group norms and values denoted the informal and implicit aspects of a resilient team. All of 
the athletes stated that resilient teams developed and reflected on their shared vision to 
provide a sense of purpose which was particularly important to turn to when facing difficult 
times. The following quote by an elite hockey player illustrates the importance resilient teams 
place on being able to challenge each other against the agreed behavioural principles of the 
group when reacting to pressure: 
 We said this is our vision and we’ve got a vision defined by behaviours and if you’re 
not behaving in a manner that meets that vision . . . then that is something concrete. When 
times are tough, you can say to them, ‘do you think that behaviour is in line with that  
Chapter Three: Empirical Research: Study One         49
3 Recruiting and selecting 
‘team players’ 
 
        
        
          
          
3   Shared leadership roles         
        
    4 Formal structure     
        
3 Centralised team structures         
        
          
        
3 
Strategic competition 
planning and management 
        
        
          
          
5 
Reflecting on the shared 
vision during adversity 
        
      
          
          
4 
Agreed behavioural 
principles in difficult times 
  5 Group norms and values   5 Group structure 
    
          
          
3 Group accountability          
        
          
          
4 
Open and honest 
communication  
        
        
          
          
4 
Using frequent 
communication 
        
        
    5 Communication channels     
        
2 
Positive verbal 
communication 
        
        
          
          
2 
Using humour during 
setbacks 
        
        
 
Figure 3.1. Resilient characteristics of elite sport teams: group structure. 
 
 
 
Chapter Three: Empirical Research: Study One         50
[vision]?’ Whereas in the past, because we’ve not had that [vision], you’ve not been 
able to question anybody [during setbacks] because . . . as players we hadn’t bought 
into the behaviours we needed to get there. 
The third higher-order theme, namely communication channels, signified the various 
types of communication processes that resilient teams employed when encountering stressors. 
The following quote by an international field hockey player illustrates how most team 
members would spur each other on in a match context by using frequent communication: 
Communication is a big thing. We talk quite a lot about our group taking it [failure] 
by the scruff of the neck. If you see someone trying but maybe not executing as they 
should, you’re just like, ‘come on mate, just pick yourself up a bit’. Also, throughout 
the group we use some buzz words which are really important during difficult 
moments like if we’ve gone one nil down we say ‘the next 5 minutes is key’; it just 
spreads communication throughout the team and everyone knows that it just switches 
into their brain [and we say things like], ‘right I really need to focus on what I am 
doing now to make sure that next time I get the ball, I am going to do it correctly’. I 
think it just spreads the message around us all. 
3.322 Mastery approaches. Mastery approaches refer to shared attitudes and 
behaviours that promote an emphasis on team improvement. This characteristic consisted of 
three higher-order themes: learning orientation, effective behavioural responses, and 
managing change (see Figure 2). The higher-order theme of learning orientation was captured 
with reflections such as “how are we going to learn from this and turn it into a positive”? 
Resilient teams focused on personal development and were able to “filter out” irrelevant cues 
and “isolate what’s important”. The quote below from an international-level footballer 
illustrates how a professional team learnt to reset their focus to alleviate pressure:  
We have structured, detailed team briefings, match plans and tactics and they’re quite 
precise and you really have to think about it all the time; you just keep task focused 
and you get back on track quicker following setbacks . . . never mind if you go one 
goal down, you should start again . . . it’s almost getting back to where you were at 
the start of the game [and asking yourself] ‘what’s my job in this team unit, what have 
I got to do’? 
The higher-order theme of effective behavioural responses describes how resilient 
teams exhibited a range of positive actions to overcome stressors thereby increasing the 
likelihood of team progression. To illustrate, there was a strong consensus amongst the 
participants that thorough preparation would make a difference when encountering difficult  
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match situations, as the following quote by an international field hockey player demonstrates: 
 In quite a lot of our games, we’d gone one nil down . . . And then we came back 
because . . . we knew that we’d done so much groundwork beforehand, [and we knew] 
that we would last the 70 minutes and that it was a case of keep going and keep doing 
what we’re doing, knowing that they were going to die before we died. We all 
remembered the pain of doing all the training and we just knew that whatever, 70 
minutes, 80 minutes, 90 minutes, we could last forever and that was a real difference. 
We just knew that we could keep grinding away despite the difficulties. 
 The higher-order theme of managing change portrays how resilient teams were able to 
anticipate and adjust to stressors by “preparing yourselves to overcome any situation”. For 
example, a silver medalist Olympic rower mentioned how the team’s accumulation of 
experience in challenging situations enabled them to develop a collective approach to 
managing changing circumstances:   
Because we’ve been through so many setbacks . . . it’s such a natural response 
whereas other teams who haven’t necessarily been through all these setbacks might  
panic and it’s like everything stops, whereas for us it’s like ‘OK, plan B, plan C’. 
3.323 Social capital. Social capital refers to the existence of high quality interactions 
and caring relationships within groups. This characteristic consisted of three higher-order 
themes: group identity, perceived social support, and prosocial interactions (see Figure 3). 
Within the theme of group identity, the majority of the athletes described how resilient teams 
developed emotional bonds between teammates where “you don’t want to let the team 
down”, “you owe it to them” and “you would throw your life down for them”. The 
importance of having a deep emotional bond and closeness between team members during 
difficult times is signified below by a double Olympic silver medalist rower: 
When a crew’s going well, clearly it’s got momentum and everyone is happy because 
the team’s going well. But when things start to go badly, everyone’s down, the 
coaches are down and everyone’s on quite a low. That’s when you need friendship to 
lift you back out of that trough and that’s absolutely crucial, for at the bottom of that 
curve . . . you know you’re all there because you want to win but there’s another bond 
there which can help you through the dark times. 
The higher-order theme of perceived social support illustrates the subjective feeling that 
teammates would provide assistance if needed. A range of supportive processes were 
identified by the majority of the participants as characterising resilient teams, namely 
emotional, tangible, esteem, and informational support. For example, with regards to esteem 
Chapter Three: Empirical Research: Study One         53
5 Deep emotional bond         
        
  
 
        
          
5 
Loyalty to each other during 
adversity 
        
        
    5 Group identity     
        
4 Trust and respect in tough times         
        
          
          
4 Friendship in times of need          
        
          
          
5 Emotional support          
        
          
          
4 Tangible support         
        
    5 Perceived social support   5 Social capital 
      
4 Esteem support         
        
          
         
2 Informational support         
        
          
          
4 
No blame culture when 
experiencing failure 
        
        
          
          
3 
Selfless exchanges during 
challenging situations 
  4 Prosocial interactions      
      
          
          
2 Frequency of positive interactions         
      
  
 
        
          
 
Figure 3.3. Resilient characteristics of elite sport teams: social capital. 
 
Chapter Three: Empirical Research: Study One         54
support, athletes described the importance of “building each other up”, “geeing them up” and 
knowing support was there “from the person next to you” when facing hardship. The 
following quote by an international futsal player shows how the majority of the group 
members recognised the potentially positive influence of encouraging teammates at a time of 
need: 
[When tough things happen] you need to . . . support your teammates at a time when 
they might not be feeling it. You need to make sure they know that no matter what 
happens, you support them and if they’ve made a mistake, you know they’ve made a 
mistake trying to do the right things. 
The third higher-order theme of social capital illustrated how resilient teams consisted 
of members that engaged in selfless exchanges during challenging situations. A world 
championship bronze medalist described how endeavoring to benefit the team, rather than 
focusing on oneself, was important for the team’s resilience in a game situation: 
[In those pressurised situations] it’s almost like putting yourself up there to be the one 
that is going to fail because if you don’t try, you can't fail. So being bold is saying 
‘give me the ball because I am going to do the right thing for my team’. 
3.324 Collective efficacy. Collective efficacy refers to a group’s shared beliefs in its 
ability to perform a task. This characteristic consisted of three higher-order themes: past 
mastery experiences, group cohesion, and social persuasion (see Figure 4). Within the past 
mastery experiences higher-order theme, most of the participants indicated that following 
success teams “grew in confidence” leading to a collective belief that “success is becoming 
something that you expect”. Interestingly, resilient teams not only gained confidence from 
achieving success but they also identified that the experience of adversity acted as an 
important source of collective efficacy. The following quote by a world champion rower 
illustrates how being able to draw on the experience of negative events strengthened the 
belief of the team: 
I think that it’s a little bit like, say you were rowing a boat and you had never fallen 
in. You have this whole, ‘Oh my god, one day I am going to fall in and it’s going to 
be horrific and I don’t know how I will cope’. Whereas once you have fallen in, it’s 
like ‘actually, I survived [and] it wasn’t that bad’ and I think that if nothing [ever] 
went wrong you’d be really panicking. Whereas we are so used to it, and over the 
years, we have gone through almost every situation at some point . . . and you just 
think, ‘if we have dealt with all of that, we can deal with anything’ and I think we are 
so much stronger for having all our ups and downs. You don’t want to wish anything  
Chapter Three: Empirical Research: Study One         55
5 
Gaining belief from past 
successes 
        
        
    5 Past mastery experiences     
        
4 
Drawing on experience of 
adversity 
        
        
         
         
3 
Fighting spirit in 
challenging situations 
        
        
          
          
3 
Sticking to the task in 
difficult moments 
        
        
          
          
3 Commitment to the team   5 Group cohesion   5 Collective efficacy 
    
          
      
3 Sustaining team morale         
        
          
          
3 
Working together during 
setbacks 
        
        
          
          
3 
Others spreading belief 
after failure 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
        
        
          
        
3 
Exhibiting a positive team 
attitude 
  3 Social persuasion     
      
          
        
3 
Gaining feedback after 
disappointment  
        
        
          
          
Figure 3.4. Resilient characteristics of elite sport teams: collective efficacy. 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter Three: Empirical Research: Study One         56
on anyone but generally the athletes who have been through these experiences are so 
much better for it. 
The theme of group cohesion was likened to being prepared to “fight for each other”. 
An elite field hockey player illustrated how she gained belief through knowing her teammates 
will show a fighting spirit in a difficult match context: 
With fighting spirit . . . they’re [team members are] still going for it, they’re still 
running, they're still passing it, the speed of the game is still the same and if they 
don’t have it [fighting spirit] it weakens the team. You can see it on the pitch, you can 
see when people have got it [fighting spirit], when they’re absolutely dying [and] yet 
they’re still running and pressuring the ball [for the team]. 
The higher-order theme of social persuasion revealed how a team’s confidence was positively 
affected by the expressions and behaviours of group members when facing team stressors. 
Resilient teams, for example, gained strength through others’ feedback after disappointments 
and this was reflected in quotes such as, “when things were going badly, the way he put it 
across to us made us believe” and “that obviously translates to us”. An elite handball 
participant described how seeing others exhibit a positive team attitude influenced the group 
in a positive manner: 
It’s a collective thing isn’t it? . . [when you’re on the back foot and] you see your 
teammate chasing after the ball, chasing to put pressure on, that spreads . . . and the 
next person [thinks], ‘I am definitely going to win this ball’. It’s not just about them 
shouting, it is technical, you see them doing something well, you see them doing 
something right . . . [and] that spreads. 
3.4 Discussion  
The objectives of this study were to develop a definition of team resilience and to 
identify the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. The definition that emerged from the 
focus groups was: “A dynamic, psychosocial process which protects a group of individuals 
from the potential negative effect of stressors they collectively encounter. It comprises of 
processes whereby team members use their individual and collective resources to positively 
adapt when experiencing adversity.” Overall, this definition suggests that team resilience is 
an important capacity in sport since it enables groups to withstand stressors by the utilising 
and optimising of psychosocial factors at two different levels (i.e., individual and team). The 
emergence of “a dynamic process” within the definition, and the psychosocial resources 
identified by the four resilient characteristics, suggest that team resilience can be manifested 
and conceived differently in various circumstances. Although the findings share similarities  
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with individual resilience research in defining resilience as a dynamic phenomenon (cf. 
Luthar et al., 2000), a distinct aspect of the definition presented in this study is the 
identification of “psychosocial” processes. This unique feature of team resilience appears to 
capture the interactions between cognitive, affective and relational factors, indicating that 
resilience at the group level is likely more than the sum of a collection of resilient individuals 
(cf. Horne & Orr, 1998). Importantly, although some of the characteristics unearthed in this 
study have previously been identified within sport psychology as features of effective teams 
(see, for a review, Kleinert et al., 2012), the findings presented here offer a distinct and novel 
insight into their specific role within the context of positively adapting to stressors. 
A key overarching message emerging from the findings is that the quality of 
relationships is critical for team resilience and this was evident across the four characteristics. 
For example, within the group structure characteristic, formal structures, group norms, and 
communication channels clearly influenced resilient teams through their impact on 
relationship management. A possible explanation for how group structure facilitates 
resilience can be drawn from the work of Weick (1993) who suggested that structural aspects, 
such as shared interpretive schemes, role systems, rules, and procedures, enable groups to 
organise themselves during a crisis. These aspects appear to allow team members to 
coordinate their responses to stressors through agreed patterns of behaviour and the 
subsequent creation of collective sense making (see, e.g., Blatt, 2009). Quality relationships 
were also critical within the resilient characteristic of social capital. Social capital has been 
defined as “the goodwill available to individuals, groups, and organisations that lies in the 
structure and content of their interpersonal relationships” (Lengnick-Hall & Beck, 2005, p. 
752). Interestingly, this concept is similar to “psychosocial capital” identified by Wagstaff et 
al. (2012) as a factor regarded as important for optimal organisational functioning. Research 
has suggested that resilience at an organisational level is more likely to occur when rich 
social capital exists (Gittell et al., 2006). However, the higher-order theme of group identity, 
within the general dimension of social capital, appears to be a previously overlooked aspect 
of resilience in groups. The importance of this feature for resilient teams might be explained 
by the psychological concept of social identity (see Hogg & Abrams, 1988). Specifically, it 
has been suggested that social identity takes over from individual identity through the 
formation of a relational schema about how one should behave in a group (Blatt, 2009). 
Consequently, team members may have stronger emotional ties and a lowered self-interest 
(Weick, 1993). Regardless of the specific underlying mechanisms, what is clear is that the 
role of relationships is clearly vital for a team’s capacity to respond positively to adversity. 
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A second key overarching theme to originate from the results was that learning and 
team resilience are intertwined. The mastery-related characteristic unearthed in this study 
illustrates that resilient teams utilise a variety of mastery approaches. To illustrate, the higher-
order themes of learning orientation and effective behavioural responses suggest that resilient 
teams regard setbacks as a natural part of their development. Indeed, research has shown that 
a task-involving climate leads to adaptive achievement patterns and positive psychological 
responses (see, e.g., Seifriz, Duda, & Chi, 1992). The mastery approaches appear to 
characterise resilient teams by facilitating a broader outward focus during adversity. In turn, 
this may increase a team’s creativity and reduce threat rigidity in potentially stressful 
situations (Blatt, 2009; Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003). Furthermore, the notion of learning was 
critical within the resilient characteristic of collective efficacy. To illustrate, the higher-order 
theme of past mastery experiences revealed that teams gained collective belief and 
subsequent learning through experiences of success (cf. Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). 
Notwithstanding this point, the findings of this study suggest that resilient teams are, 
somewhat paradoxically, also able to harness the collective experience of adversity. 
Specifically, the knowledge that a team has accumulated through encountering challenging 
situations may breed the belief that they can overcome future setbacks (cf. Sutcliffe & Vogus, 
2003). Hence, this study suggests that resilient teams regard the role of learning as being vital 
and this may operate through developing an improved learned resourcefulness and 
behavioural preparedness in adverse conditions (Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). 
When interpreting the findings of an investigation of this kind, it is important to 
recognise some of the strengths and limitations. In our view, the major strengths of the study 
relate to the characteristics of the sample and the context-specific nature of the generated 
definition. First, the make-up of the focus groups was a considerable strength of the study 
since they comprised Olympic medalists, world champions, international, and professional 
level athletes from a variety of team sports, all of whom had positively adapted to adversity at 
numerous points during their sporting career. Moreover, the sample size of 31 participants 
was relatively large compared to similar exploratory studies (e.g., Thomas, Lane, & 
Kingston, 2011). Secondly, by defining resilience in teams in elite sport, this study adhered to 
Luthar et al.’s (2000) recommendation that resilience should be defined in relation to the 
specific context in which it is manifested. Specifically, Luthar et al. argued that “in 
describing findings, investigators must specify the particular spheres to which their data 
apply . . . thereby bringing greater precision to terminology commonly used in the literature” 
(p. 548). Notwithstanding these strengths, a potential limitation of the study was the 
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exclusion of coaches within the focus groups who may have offered additional perspectives 
of team resilience. However, it was deemed that focus groups with a mix of coaches and 
athletes might have produced power imbalances and reduced natural interactions during the 
discussions (cf. Morgan, 1997). Regarding the examination of data, although thematic 
analysis was appropriate for addressing the purposes of this study, this approach precluded 
the exploration of team member interactions which may have better revealed the discourses 
within the group context (Liamputtong, 2011). Furthermore, when using focus groups, as 
with qualitative research more generally, it is important to recognise that conceptual clarity is 
not absolute. In the present study, findings were limited to the shared perceptions of the 
athletes discussing experiences of their team’s resilience. Indeed, focus group data are 
situated within the discussion that takes place within a specific context where the aim is 
transferability rather than statistical generalisability (Barbour, 2005; Billig, 1991). 
This study has indicated that team resilience offers a fruitful avenue for future 
research. Due to the contextual and temporal nature of team resilience, future studies should 
aim to identify the processes that underpin the resilient characteristics (cf. Glantz & Sloboda, 
1999). Indeed, Luthar et al. (2000) stated that “such attention to underlying mechanisms is 
viewed as essential for advancing theory and research in the field, as well as for designing 
appropriate . . . intervention strategies (p. 554)”. This type of research would be best realised 
through a longitudinal design to provide a greater understanding of how resources are used at 
different phases of a team’s development. For example, it may be intuitively reasonable to 
assume that certain aspects of group structure might be particularly pertinent during the early 
phase of a team’s formation. In addition, since teams consist of individuals with a collection 
of personal resources, future studies in this area should explore the role of individual 
personality traits in characterising team resilience in elite sport (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012).  
Finally, future research could employ more creative qualitative methods to better understand 
resilience in elite sport teams. To illustrate, autobiography analysis has been conducted using 
analytical strategies, such as narrative analysis, to study psychological phenomena in sport 
(see, e.g., Stewart et al., 2011) and this could be applied within a team resilience context to 
elucidate how individuals within groups use stories to explain their sporting journeys.  
From an applied perspective, the definition and characteristics of team resilience offer 
a number of practical implications. The recognition of psychosocial processes within the 
generated definition emphasises the importance of teams having “relational reserves” (Gittell 
et al., 2006, p. 302) to facilitate effective psychological responses in challenging 
circumstances (see also Blatt, 2009). Participants in this study also acknowledged that both 
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individual and combined resources were required to demonstrate team resilience. Thus, sport 
psychologists should identify and monitor the desired resilient characteristics at two different 
levels (i.e., individual and team). The protective nature of team resilience suggests that 
practitioners should help teams to utilise and optimise the resilient characteristics as a buffer 
or shield specifically to enable teams to evaluate stressors as an opportunity for personal 
development and mastery.  
The resilient characteristics identified in this study could provide sport psychologists 
with a framework to enhance team resilience. In turn, this could facilitate the design of team-
based resilience interventions for athletes and coaches operating in elite sport. Indeed, 
educational programs in developing resilient characteristics should form a central part of 
resilience training (cf. Meredith et al., 2011; Reivich, Seligman, & McBride, 2011). To 
illustrate, using the group structure components, practitioners could work with athletes and 
coaches to collectively develop a shared vision based on core values and a clear sense of 
purpose. The use of group debriefings and reflections of key incidents, underpinned by the 
identified core values, would promote a setting for shared constructive sense making amongst 
team members about the lessons learnt after experiencing adversity. In relation to the mastery 
approaches, coaches could employ simulation training exercises to enable teams to gain 
experience of adversity, and to promote adaptability and behavioural preparedness. Based on 
the social capital characteristic, positive relationships should be nurtured by ensuring 
opportunities are created for informal interactions and social activities to build a sense of 
camaraderie amongst team members and to reinforce a team identity via the use of images 
(e.g., logos, mottos). Finally, to build collective efficacy, athletes and coaches might hold 
small group meetings to reflect on the benefits of experiencing adversity and discovering 
whether there are new strengths to be gained. They may also consider how to optimise the 
impact of influential leaders to ensure that confidence is spread throughout the group during 
setbacks.  
In conclusion, this study developed a definition of team resilience and identified the 
resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. Team resilience was defined as a dynamic, 
psychosocial process which protects a group of individuals from the potential negative effect 
of the stressors they collectively encounter. It comprises of processes whereby team members 
use their individual and collective resources to positively adapt when experiencing adversity. 
Four general dimensions emerged which characterised team resilience in elite sport: group 
structure, mastery approaches, social capital, and collective efficacy. These characteristics are 
a distinct set of resources peculiar to groups which, in line with Horne and Orr’s (1998) 
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reflections, suggest that individual resilience does not necessarily guarantee resilience at the 
group level. Indeed, the results reported here support Luthar’s (2006) claim that “resilience 
rests, fundamentally, on relationships” (p. 780) and show that this is particularly pertinent for 
teams seeking to excel at the highest levels of sport. 
Chapter Four: Empirical Research: Study Two    62 
  
Chapter Four: Empirical Research:  
Study Two 
 
 In Chapter three, I reported the findings of the first study of team resilience in 
competitive sport. Specifically, a definition of team resilience was generated and the findings 
reported a number of resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. Overall, this study provided 
greater definitional and conceptual clarity of team resilience in sport and described what a 
resilient team looks like. This chapter extends the first study of team resilience by moving 
beyond the identification of resilient characteristics and aims to identify underpinning 
psychosocial processes. Specifically, a case study of a world champion team is conducted to 
better understand how resilient teams function. 
 
Understanding Team Resilience in the World’s Best Athletes: 
A Case Study of a Rugby Union World Cup Winning Team1 
 
4.1 Introduction  
Psychological resilience represents an important phenomenon that explains the 
development of people who positively adapt to adverse events. Fletcher and Sarkar recently 
defined psychological resilience as “the role of mental processes and behaviour in promoting 
personal assets and protecting an individual from the potential negative effect of stressors” 
(2012, p 675; 2013, p. 16). In the context of the present study, resilience is required in 
response to both adversity, defined as “. . . negative life circumstances that are known to be 
statistically associated with adjustment difficulties” (Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000, p. 858), and 
                                                
1 Morgan, P. B. C., Fletcher, D., & Sarkar, M. (2015, July). Understanding team resilience in the world’s best 
athletes: A case study of a rugby union world-cup winning team. Symposium presentation at the 14th 
FEPSAC Congress, Bern, Switzerland. 
  Morgan, P. B. C., Fletcher, D., & Sarkar, M. (2015). Understanding team resilience in the world’s best 
athletes: A case study of a rugby union world-cup winning team. Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 
16, 91-100. 
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stressors, defined as “the environmental demands (i.e., stimuli) encountered by an individual” 
(Fletcher et al., 2006, p. 359). 
Resilience researchers, in various subdisciplines of psychology, have lately turned 
their focus to the group level (e.g., Carmeli et al., 2013; Stephens et al., 2013). In chapter 
three, I reported the findings of the first study of team resilience in sport. Employing focus 
groups with members of five elite sport teams, a definition of team resilience was developed 
and the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams were identified. Specifically, team 
resilience was defined as a “dynamic, psychosocial process which protects a group of 
individuals from the potential negative effect of the stressors they collectively encounter. It 
comprises of processes whereby team members use their individual and collective resources 
to positively adapt when experiencing adversity”. Team resilience was described as a 
dynamic phenomenon with participants stating that it was “dependent upon what time of 
season it is” or “whether there is an injury in the team”. In terms of its protective function, the 
participants described team resilience as akin to “having a barrier round you” and “having a 
thick skin”. Furthermore, the participants emphasised that team resilience involved a shared 
experience of stressors (e.g., team disruptions, low team morale) and this was revealed 
through comments such as “we have been through so many setbacks together”. Four resilient 
characteristics of elite sport teams emerged from this study: group structure (i.e., conventions 
that shape group norms and values), mastery approaches (i.e., shared attitudes and behaviours 
that promote an emphasis on team improvement), social capital (i.e., the existence of high 
quality interactions and caring relationships within the team), and collective efficacy (i.e., the 
team’s shared beliefs in its ability to perform a task). 
Within the organisational psychology literature, group resilience has been conceived 
as a dynamic process involving continuous anticipation and adjustment during challenging 
conditions (see, e.g., Gittell et al., 2006; Lengnick-Hall et al., 2011). Key psychosocial 
processes facilitate the ability of groups to positively adapt to adversity. To illustrate, 
leadership processes have been to found to enable pioneering non-profit organisations to 
survive and thrive over time (see Kimberlin, Schwartz, & Austin, 2011). Specifically, these 
processes consisted of effective individual leadership, entrepreneurial flexibility, and 
calculated risk-taking. Furthermore, connectivity to group members has been identified as an 
important relational mechanism that allows top management teams (TMTs) to respond 
innovatively to continuously changing environmental demands (see Carmeli et al., 2013). 
Relational features of resilience have also been explored in TMTs through a focus on 
emotional carrying capacity (ECC), a relationship’s capacity to express emotions 
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constructively (cf. Dutton & Heaphy, 2003). For example, Stephens et al. (2013) found that 
ECC mediated the relationship between trust and team resilience. 
The recent developments in resilience research have advanced psychologists’ 
knowledge of the nature, meaning, and scope of team resilience. In Chapter three, I explained 
how Study one of this thesis extended resilience research in sport psychology by providing 
greater definitional clarity of resilience at the team level (i.e., what team resilience is) and 
proposing a framework to profile the resilient characteristics of competitive sport teams (i.e., 
what resilient teams ‘look’ like). Although such knowledge provides descriptive information 
about the factors that enable teams to withstand stressors, these characteristics do not explain 
how resilient teams function. Importantly, in chapter 3, I described team resilience as a 
“dynamic, psychosocial process” (p. 40), which points to operational aspects of this construct 
and how it changes over time. I went on to argue that “due to the contextual and temporal 
nature of team resilience, future studies should aim to identify the processes that underpin the 
resilience characteristics” (p. 52). The objective of this study was to address this gap in our 
understanding of team resilience. It is hoped that this research will advance knowledge in this 
area by developing the conceptual scaffold required to build this important team-level 
phenomenon (cf. Chan, 1998; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). It is also anticipated that this 
investigation will advance practitioners’ knowledge and understanding of developing 
excellence in elite sport teams. Specifically, practitioners will be provided with a framework 
to enhance team resilience processes at the highest levels of sport and will be offered 
practical ideas for working with team members and staff seeking to develop excellence. 
Indeed, Yukelson and Rose (2014) argued that better knowledge and understanding of team 
resilience is important for developing a culture of ongoing excellence in elite sport. 
4.2 Method 
4.21 Research design. This study was an exploratory investigation of team resilience 
that aimed to elicit rich information and hence, qualitative methods were adopted (Silverman, 
2006). Ungar (2003) proposed the use of such methods to extend the knowledge base of 
resilience as a scientific construct. Specifically, he suggested that qualitative methods offer 
the potential to discover “unnamed protective [resilience] processes” (p. 85). To better 
understand team resilience processes in elite sport, the present study specifically employed 
narrative inquiry. The premise of this approach is that individuals and groups structure their 
experience through a “constructed form or template which people rely on to tell stories” 
(Smith & Sparkes, 2009, p. 2). This “constructed form or template” refers to the patterns 
contained within stories that make it possible to understand the way people create meaning in 
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their lives. Proponents of narrative inquiry also assert that examining a person’s stories can 
help explain human cognitions and behaviour (Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach, & Zilber, 1998). 
Within the context of elite sport, narrative inquiry has been used to examine the lives of 
athletes through their own stories to understand the psychosocial factors that form their 
experiences (see, e.g., Carless & Douglas, 2013). Smith and Sparkes (2009) proposed that 
narrative research encourages “a focus on the ways relations between people shape, enable, 
and constrain lives, and the manner in which such sporting practices like team development . 
. . arise through a storied process of social interaction” (p. 6). Therefore, to further our 
understanding of team resilience processes in elite sport, narrative inquiry is an appropriate 
method to explore team members’ interpretations of meaning during challenging situations 
that they collectively encounter. 
4.22 Sample. In the present study, a criterion-based type of purposive sampling was 
employed (Patton, 1990). Specific criteria included: selection should involve a World-Cup 
winning team at the highest levels of sport within a professional era; the sample should 
include those participating in a dynamic, interdependent team sport environment; and 
inclusion should involve a team sample that positively adapted to adversity and stressors 
during the period of their existence. The 2003 England rugby union World Cup winning team 
was selected as an appropriate case for a study of team resilience since the team positively 
adapted to numerous adversities on their journey to success and remains the only English 
team to win a World Cup in rugby union. Rugby union is an interactive, dynamic collision 
sport comprising of 15 players in a team. Competing in rugby requires the coordination of 
various positions and roles. The sport also involves players having to change frequently 
between offensive and defensive situations and these structural and strategic aspects place 
numerous demands on a team’s resilience. The England side was a professional team of full-
time athletes with the team being re-selected every year and often re-selected during each 
season. The players were selected from club teams that competed in the professional English 
league. The team competed in the 1999 and 2003 Rugby Union World Cups, and participated 
annually in a competition called the Six Nations (previously the Five Nations) involving six 
European sides: England, France, Ireland, Italy, Scotland, and Wales. During the period in 
question, England won the Six Nations in 2000, 2001, and 2003. 
The sample consisted of eight members from the team, namely Clive Woodward 
(Head Coach from 1997 to 2004), Martin Johnson (1993-2003, 84 England caps and Captain 
from 1999), Lawrence Dallaglio (1995-2007, 85 England caps and Captain from 1997-1999), 
Matt Dawson (1995-2006, 77 England caps and occasional captain during this period), Will 
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Greenwood (1997-2004, 55 England caps), Richard Hill (1997-2008, 71 England caps), Jason 
Leonard (1990-2004, 114 England caps, and a record for the highest number of England 
rugby union appearances), and Jonny Wilkinson (1998-2011, 91 England caps which is the 
second highest number of England rugby union appearances; he is also currently the second 
highest points scorer in international rugby union history). Each of the players were active 
members of the team for all three phases under investigation in this study (1997/1998 to 
1999/2000, 2000/2001 to 2001/2002, & 2002/2003 to 2003/2004). The seven players (i.e., 
excluding Clive Woodward) collectively attained 577 international England caps (M = 82.2, 
SD = 18.2) with an average of 11.1 years’ playing experience at international level. Clive 
Woodward achieved 21 England caps as a player between 1980 and 1984 and in 1997, he 
became England rugby’s first full-time professional head coach following coaching roles at 
various English clubs and England under 21’s. 
4.23 Data collection. Team resilience was explored through the examination of eight 
published autobiographies, one autobiography for each member of the sample (viz. Dallaglio, 
2008; Dawson, 2004; Greenwood, 2005; Hill, 2006; Johnson, 2004; Leonard, 2004; 
Wilkinson, 2006; Woodward, 2004). As discussed earlier, the sample represents the only 
England team to have won a World Cup in a major sport in the professional era and it is also 
the only team to have such a number of published sporting autobiographies in recent times. 
The criteria used to select the autobiographies involved the inclusion of team members 
holding a variety of team roles and positions. For example, a limitation of Study 1 in this 
thesis was the absence of coaches in the sample. Therefore, the inclusion of the Head Coach 
(Clive Woodward) was regarded as important to consider a coach’s perspective. Moreover, 
the sample selected included team members performing in a range of other positions (i.e., 
forwards and backs) and key decisionmaking roles (i.e., captain, vice-captain, those 
occupying key strategic roles during matches such as Jonny Wilkinson and Matt Dawson). 
The final criterion for the selection of autobiographies was based on including those team 
members who were actively involved throughout the team’s existence (between 1997 to 
2003) to capture the temporal aspects of team resilience.  
Autobiographies are documents that constitute descriptions of an individual’s life and 
typically provide rich information about psychosocial-related phenomena (Plummer, 2001; 
Smith & Watson, 2001). As naturalistic life stories, autobiographies provide insights into 
deep expressions of experience that offer researchers and social scientists “a wonderful 
source for analysis” (Plummer, 2001, p. 28). To date, only three studies within the sport 
literature have used autobiographies as a resource for analysis (see Butryn & Masucci, 2003; 
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Sparkes, 2004; Stewart et al., 2011). Indeed, Stewart et al. (2011) observed that “despite 
providing a potentially rich source of data within the field of sports-related studies, published 
autobiographies have, to date, been a neglected resource” (p. 582). Since autobiographies are 
intrinsically social by nature (Bjorkland, 1998), they were considered to be an appropriate 
resource to shed light on the personal and shared understandings of team resilience processes. 
4.24 Data analysis. Data from the autobiographies were analysed using three types of 
narrative analyses: holistic-content analysis, holistic-form (structural) analysis, and 
categorical-form analysis (Lieblich et al., 1998; Riessman, 2008). Holistic-content analysis 
focused on the content of the autobiographies to reveal the psychosocial processes underlying 
team resilience during the course of the team’s journey. In accordance with Lieblich et al. 
(1998), each autobiography was read several times to initially form a general impression of 
the text and to subsequently identify patterns and to enable the generation of central themes 
that captured team resilience processes. These central themes were identified throughout the 
story, and notes were made about when and where the themes appeared to provide an insight 
into interpretations of the story (Lieblich et al., 1998). 
Holistic-form analysis involved assessing the formal structure of the narrative 
contained within each autobiography to reveal participants’ perceptions and meaning of team 
resilience processes (cf. Lieblich et al., 1998). Riessman (2008) proposed that this type of 
analysis “allows topics and voices to be included in qualitative research that might be missing 
otherwise” (p. 80). The holistic-form analysis employed in the present study involved 
analysing the temporal order of the stories (i.e., the sequence and progression of events) to 
reveal the critical “turning points” (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p.71) and mechanisms that 
enabled the team to positively adapt during challenging situations. Interestingly, Coffey and 
Atkinson (1996) suggested that “how the chronicle is told and how it is structured can . . . 
provide information about the perspectives of the individual in relation to the wider social 
grouping . . . to which that individual belongs” (p. 68). This analysis specifically involved an 
assessment of progression narratives by plotting team resilience processes over time. Gergen 
and Gergen (1986) described progression narratives as either progressive (i.e., the story 
advances steadily), regressive (i.e., there is a course of decline), or stable (i.e., the plot is 
steady).  
Finally, categorical-form analysis involved assessing the metaphorical imagery that 
supported the interpretation of the psychosocial context of team resilience (cf. Lieblich et al., 
1998). The meaning of resilience revealed through metaphor was examined through a 
consideration of what the storyteller was trying to convey through the use of metaphor (cf. 
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Stewart et al., 2011). For all three types of analysis, a systematic approach was achieved 
using Crossley’s (2000) narrative research protocols. To illustrate, the first author carried out 
the analysis using a structured framework comprising key sections such as the temporal phase 
(e.g., life chapters), key events, progression narrative, significant people, and metaphorical 
imagery.  
4.25 Methodological quality. The quality of the methodological approach was 
evaluated using four main criteria. Firstly, purposive sampling was used in this study (cf. 
Ritchie, Lewis, & Elam, 2003) which is often employed in narrative research to yield rich, 
relevant sources of information and insights about a particular phenomenon (Riessman, 
2008). Since this investigation involved a case study of team resilience, a team was selected 
based on their ability to positively adapt to adversity. In terms of positive adaptation, the 
team achieved the highest accolade in professional rugby union, namely winning the Rugby 
World Cup. The team also consisted of some of the world’s best athletes in the sport. 
Importantly for resilience research, all of the participants had also experienced (individual 
and collective) adversity during the period under investigation. Examples of individual 
adversity included the death of close relatives (e.g., Woodward, Greenwood), the death of a 
club team-mate (e.g., Leonard), and career threatening injuries (e.g., Dawson, Wilkinson, 
Hill). Challenging situations that the team collectively encountered included a player-led 
strike, significant defeats in major international competitions, and various controversies 
resulting in Lawrence Dallaglio resigning as captain. Secondly, the quality of the study was 
enhanced through the use of consensual validation which is an important aspect of assessing 
narrative inquiry (Lieblich et al., 1998). During the analysis, regular meetings were held with 
two ‘critical friends’, namely the co-authors of this study, who were familiar with resilience 
research and narrative analysis. Emerging findings were regularly presented to these peers to 
assist with interpretations and to encourage a reflective approach (Sparkes & Partington, 
2003). Thirdly, the quality of this study was achieved through the development of “width and 
comprehensive evidence” (Lieblich et al., 1998, p. 173). Specifically, this investigation 
formed a relevant case-study of resilience within the context of elite team sport with 
numerous quotations and thick description provided for the reader’s judgment. Fourthly, 
narrative research was partly employed to offer readers a “pragmatic use” (Riessmann, 2008, 
p. 193). Indeed, the present study is considered to be practically significant (cf. Tracy, 2010) 
for athletes, coaches and support staff operating in elite sport. 
4.3 Results 
 The results, representing the findings from the narrative analysis of the eight 
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autobiographies, present the psychosocial processes underlying team resilience in the 2003 
England rugby union World Cup winning team. To illustrate the dynamic and temporal 
nature of team resilience, the results are presented across three phases of the team’s seven-
season history: early phase (1997/8 to 1999/2000), middle phase (2000/2001 to 2001/2002), 
and later phase (2002/2003 to 2003/2004). The holistic content analysis yielded 40 initial 
themes and five main team resilience processes: transformational leadership, shared team 
leadership, team learning, social identity, and positive emotions. The holistic-form analysis 
revealed a progressive narrative structure (cf. Gergen & Gergen, 1986). Specifically, the 
findings illustrated collective positive evaluations from team members of setbacks, and a 
desire to make forward progress to achieve the team’s goals despite encountering numerous 
stressors. In reporting the results of the present study, larger extracts and quotations are 
selected based on those most illustrative of the team resilience processes that emerged. 
Subsequently, the weighting of extracts is not always even but is chosen to best illustrate each 
process to address the research question. 
4.31 Early team resilience phase. During the early phase, the Head Coach used a 
variety of inspirational methods to positively influence the motivation, morale, and 
performance of team members. These transformational leadership processes were specifically 
revealed through Clive Woodward’s strategic planning, by being “brave enough to think 
longer term” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 209) when faced with significant team disruption while 
preparing for a challenging overseas tour in 1998, developing a collective vision and 
philosophy, and managing change effectively. Illustrating the transformational aspects of 
Woodward’s leadership, Matt Dawson highlighted the “ambition Clive had for England . . . 
Here, I thought, was a man unafraid to speak his mind” (p. 89). Woodward’s development of 
the team’s vision “challenged the norm” (Hill, 2006, p. 129) and, despite the team’s 1999 
Rugby World Cup failure, players recognised the importance of Woodward’s vision and the 
“much-needed changes being made” since they believed that “before long, they would start to 
bear fruit” (Johnson, 2003, p. 156). Indeed, his transformational leadership ensured that 
“everyone’s noses pointed in the right direction” (Woodward, 2004, p. 256). During 
challenging situations, such as the loss of a ‘Grand Slam’ decider (i.e., playing the last game 
of the Six Nations tournament to finish undefeated), the Head Coach helped players to make 
sense of setbacks by encouraging them to reflect on the “bigger picture” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 
249) of what they were trying to achieve. The following quote by Lawrence Dallaglio (2008) 
illustrates the impact of Clive Woodward’s aspirations and vision despite the team failing to 
win during the team’s first series of matches in this early phase: 
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After my first four matches as England captain [in 1997/1998] there was nothing in 
the win column. I’d grown tired of congratulating the opposition . . . The reason why 
things were not as bleak as the results suggested was Clive Woodward. His vision for 
England was more ambitious than anything I’d known and he knew what was needed 
to make us consistently competitive against every opposition. (p. 204) 
Team resilience was also strengthened during the early phase by learning from the 
shared experiences of team members. During setbacks, team members referred to the 
importance of being able to “learn from it and move on” (Leonard, 2004, p. 182). Team 
learning processes facilitated a collective mindset that enabled players to “thrive on all the 
criticism” (Woodward, 2004, p. 251), “confront their failures head-on” (p. 252), and “learn 
from experiences” (Dallaglio, 2004, p. 244). The following quote by Martin Johnson (2004) 
shows how the team learnt from their failure at the 1999 Rugby World Cup by changing their 
approach: 
The [1999] World Cup was undeniably a failure from England’s point of view. We 
should have done better than reaching the quarter-final. However, it did mark an 
important turning point for us. The tournament became too heavy, too big in our 
minds. We were talking about it from five or six months out. Any mistake you made 
in training seemed to be greeted with, ‘If this was the World Cup final . . .’ The 
pressure on us became so great . . . that it had an effect on our rugby. Clive and the 
management learned from that and they have tended to back off a little since [the 
1999 World Cup thereby] creating a new England team in the process. (p. 157) 
During the latter part of the early phase, the formation of close group attachments 
enhanced team resilience as “the team bonding process was taken a stage further . . . [and] 
this kind of coming together happened throughout the squad (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 255). 
Individual members of the team aligned their thoughts and actions to those of the group with 
the team’s emerging social identity illustrated in this phase through the recognition that “Club 
England was born” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 255). A salient social identity was constructed 
through the use of mottos, imagery, and symbolic linguistic references such as, “Teamship” 
(Woodward, 2004, p 210), “War room” (p. 242), and codes of conduct created within the 
team’s “Black Book” (p. 215). The following quote by Clive Woodward (2004) reveals the 
importance given to the team’s social identity following a series of setbacks (e.g., losing the 
final match of the Five Nations Grand Slam against Wales in the last minute) and how this 
process was underpinned by a collective attachment to the team: 
So when in my darkest moment the players started voicing their support for me, as a 
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coach, it was one of the proudest moments of my life . . . Most of the top players had 
newspaper columns, and they were speaking openly about what the new England set-
up meant to them. They weighed in with their full support, and I think that tipped the 
balance in my favour. Even if I had been removed, with their comments I would have 
considered my time in the England set-up a success. The player’s support was positive 
proof that we were finally coming together as one. (p. 255) 
 Holistic-form analysis revealed team members’ anticipation of change and the notion 
of a long journey ahead: “as we strapped in, gripped the armrests and braced ourselves” 
(Greenwood, 2005, p. 133). The use of imagery in this phase included references to “a 
voyage of discovery” (Dawson, 2004, p. 91), “a breath of fresh air” (Leonard, 2004, p. 176), 
and “the start of something special” (Hill, 2006, p. 164). A progressive narrative form 
captured team resilience during this early phase with a recurring theme of “getting 
somewhere” (Woodward, 2004, p. 180), “moving forward” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 261), and 
where “the line on the graph pointed steadily up” (Hill, 2006, p. 139) regardless of 
adversities. This narrative tone of forward progress despite setbacks was captured by 
Lawrence Dallaglio (2008) in the following quote: 
After our exit in the 1999 World Cup quarter-final, Clive Woodward talked about the 
team moving on and progressing from good to great. Teams change slowly though, 
and it can be hard to pinpoint any one moment and say, ‘There, that’s when it 
happened.’ But there was one such moment for me, when it was obvious that 
something happened and that we had moved up a notch. I was standing in the South 
African changing room [June, 2000] . . .We had lost a tight test match and yet what I 
saw in that Springbok changing room convinced me that everything was shifting . . . 
With that thought came the certainty that we were no longer the old England. (p. 245) 
4.32 Middle team resilience phase. During the middle phase, the team lost several 
key matches and also decided to strike over their pay. Clive Woodward (2004) commented 
on how the media portrayed this latter episode as “England’s darkest day” where “the wheels 
nearly fell off” (p. 292). Although he recognised that the strike “was a disaster waiting to 
happen” where “nobody would win” (Woodward, 2004, p. 292), Woodward worked with his 
players, despite his own frustrations, to enable the team to continue its progress. Holistic 
content analysis showed that social identity processes further underpinned the development 
of team resilience in this middle phase. For example, within the different areas of the team, 
Richard Hill (2006) began to recognise that some members were “taking on the identity of a 
trio” and “thinking as a unit” (p. 162). Social identity processes were further illustrated by the 
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team’s collective decision to strike. During this event, the team “were all of one mind,  . . . 
were all friends, [and] all believed in one another” (Dawson, 2004, p. 126). Moreover, the 
team “were brave and stood firm in the face of all the pressure” (Johnson, 2004, p. 184) 
which “pulled us together even tighter as a squad” (Hill, 2006, p. 170). The team’s 
strengthening social identity in this middle phase was characterised by caring relationships 
and a realisation that team members were becoming emotionally bound to each other through 
their shared difficult experiences. For example, after the death of his first child, Will 
Greenwood (2005) returned to training and the following quote by him highlights the 
importance of the team’s emotional attachment after the experience of this traumatic event:  
On Monday I was back in training with England doing fitness tests [following the 
death of his first child] . . . It was good to be distracted, to do something physical as 
well as something reassuring in its familiarity . . . Although not much was said, I felt 
comfortable back in the company of my team-mates . . . The odd shake of a hand, a 
pat on the back and the occasional look here and there was all that was needed to let 
me know people were looking out for me. Others in the England squad had suffered 
tragedy too. (p. 239) 
 Team resilience was facilitated in the middle phase by individual members of the 
team leading each other. Shared team leadership ensured that the aim was “not just to have 
one leader in a team of followers, but to have an exceptional leader in a team of great 
leaders” (Woodward, 2004, p. 308). This was further reinforced by the players repeated use 
of the phrase “teamship” (p. 360) to symbolise how team members collectively set their own 
high standards in difficult times. The role of shared team leadership was evident through the 
way players took individual and collective responsibility in challenging situations as shown 
in the following quote by Clive Woodward (2004):  
Perhaps the most significant example of leadership in relation to the England One 
Team may be seen when things go wrong – and clearly in the course of our 
development they have gone wrong in major ways on several occasions . . . when 
things go right, that’s the time to look through the window and praise those around 
you. But when things go wrong, then it’s the time to look in the mirror, shoulder the 
responsibility and not blame others. When the England team experience setbacks, all 
the people in the organisation now hold themselves accountable. (p. 309) 
Team learning processes continued to facilitate team resilience during the middle 
phase. Specifically, it helped the team to “pull back from the abyss” (Woodward, 2004, p. 
296) by adopting an approach whereby the team agreed to move on following setbacks (e.g., 
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harsh criticism in the media after losing another Grand Slam decider in 2001, a significant 
defeat to France in 2002, and the player strike controversy). Learning from adversity was 
regarded as “the making of England” (Wilkinson, 2006, p. 208) where “setbacks played a 
significant part in making the team strong” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 262). Team resilience in this 
phase involved the squad understanding the perceived benefits of engaging in continuous 
learning during setbacks and applying this knowledge in the future as described by Richard 
Hill (2006): 
Personally, I never doubted myself or the team. On top of that, we always felt we 
learnt something from each of our losses. It may sound strange, but I really think each 
one [loss] helped us. There are always little details that you picked up on and stored in 
the memory bank. That Lansdowne defeat [the final match against Ireland at the 
Dublin-based stadium to win the Six Nations title] definitely influenced our 
preparations for the next time we played there. (p. 176) 
Holistic-form analysis revealed an underlying progressive narrative illustrated by 
frequent positive evaluations of critical incidents which enabled the team to “go from 
strength to strength” (Greenwood, 2005, p. 222). The following quote by Clive Woodward 
(2004) shows how team members recognised the fluctuating process of team resilience during 
a period of improvement towards their eventual goal despite the experience of setbacks: 
The team were gathering momentum and then, once again, due to influences for 
which I wasn’t prepared, we suffered a crushing defeat. England were going well, 
sometimes very well, but not in a straight line and the huge highs and lows were like a 
roller-coaster. We would fight our way back, but the difference for England by the 
time of the Ireland match [in 2001] was that our setbacks were infrequent enough to 
make huge news. It was as if the ceiling had fallen in. We got piled by everyone. The 
lessons over the loss to Ireland were many, and building success from this major 
setback would be the final springboard to the glory everyone deserved. (p. 303) 
4.33 Later team resilience phase. During the later phase, the England team became 
the top ranked side in the world (International Rugby Board, 2014) and won the Rugby 
World Cup in 2003. Social identity processes remained a pivotal aspect of team resilience. 
Players reflected on how their individual and collective adversities “pulled us closer together 
. . . [and] we owed it to each other to win” (Hill, 2006, p. 257). For example, having 
consistently underperformed in the initial stages of the World Cup, Will Greenwood (2005) 
remarked that “we may not have been the most talented rugby team at the World Cup, but 
nobody could touch us for camaraderie and looking around us, I just knew that was going to 
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carry us over the finishing line” (p. 241). Furthermore, despite the adversities he had 
experienced (e.g., frequent injuries, fatigue, performance slumps) Jonny Wilkinson (2004) 
stated that “I had such faith in the men around me that I felt like I could face my fear [of 
failure in the 2003 World Cup]” (p. 40). The importance of social identity during setbacks 
was highlighted by team members who commented on the team’s “character and grit” (Hill, 
2006, p. 269) and a group bound together with a “band of brothers” (Greenwood, 2005, p. 
320) mentality. Metaphor further reinforced this close bond through phrases such as “all-for-
one, one for all” (Greenwood, 2005, p. 304) and “I’ll put my head in where it hurts for him” 
(p. 320). Towards the later phase of the team’s journey, the presence of salient social identity 
processes – characterised by shared experiences of adversity and a deep emotional attachment 
to each other – was best illustrated in the following quote by Will Greenwood (2005): 
It’s almost time to head out [to the World Cup final] and Johnno [Martin Johnson, the 
captain] calls us together into the center of the dressing room for his team talk. There 
is nothing tactical and technical in what he says – the coaches have done all that. 
‘We’ve taken some shit, but there is no other band of lads I’d rather walk out into a 
World Cup final than you lot . . .’ I know he isn’t just talking about throwing away 
Grand Slam matches or tough tours or criticism in the press – he is talking about all 
the shit which we have been through as human beings. For me it means Freddie [his 
child who died at birth], for Lawrence it may have meant the death of his sister, for 
Ben Cohen it may have been his dad who was murdered in 2000, for Mike Catt, it 
may have been his daughter who was very ill at birth, for all of us it was Nicky 
Duncombe [a playing colleague who died playing rugby]. There is a great electric 
charge in Johnno’s words . . . it speaks directly to all of us. We are bonding very 
tightly at this moment. (p. 314) 
 During the later phase, positive emotions were particularly important in underpinning 
team resilience. For example, Wilkinson (2004) remarked that “playing international rugby is 
a serious business but the tension which surrounds it needs a release and often laughter is the 
answer” (p. 201). Metaphorical imagery highlighted the importance of humour in the build-
up to the 2003 World Cup, with players reflecting that, during their social outings on their 
summer tour of 2003, they behaved like “naughty schoolboys [who] needed to let off steam” 
(Greenwood, 2005, p. 261). Richard Hill commented that players engaged in “non-stop 
chatter” (p. 141) where there was “plenty of sledging [verbal abuse with other players]” (p. 
141). The expression of banter amongst team members is highlighted in the following quote 
by Richard Hill (2006) on his return to training after a serious injury: 
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Bizarrely and as if by magic, the leg felt 100 per cent the next day. They held the 
daily management meeting and Barney [the team’s physio] reported that I seemed to 
have turned the corner. Shortly after the Wales game, I rejoined the squad training and 
was greeted with universal abuse. ‘What are you doing here? ‘Who are you, who’s the 
new kid?’ ‘Holiday’s over is it?’ Got bored of smoking cigars? [The banter] was great 
to hear. (p. 246) 
In this later phase, holistic-form analysis highlighted how team resilience was 
facilitated through a progressive narrative form. This particular narrative structure revealed 
comments about how the team was succeeding despite frequently performing below their 
expectations. This was illustrated through phrases such as “it hadn’t been a brilliant 
performance but a job well done”, “we just did what we had to do” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 299 & 
312), the team often managed to “edge home” (Hill, 2006, p. 241) and, “perhaps the ability to 
win when not playing well said something about the side?” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 299). The 
progressive nature of team resilience was illustrated through references to learning processes. 
For example, Jonny Wilkinson (2004) remarked that “all the time we were learning, filing 
away the knowledge gained from disappointment and setbacks” (p. 23). The progressive 
narrative form highlighted how team resilience was evident through players feeling that their 
journey was destined towards a successful outcome despite setbacks as the following quote 
by Jonny Wilkinson (2004) illustrates: 
. . . the way in which we reacted in the quarter-final underlined to me that we had 
within us what it would take to win the [2003] World Cup . . . The matches to come 
and everything which surrounded them would be colossal but I just felt that we had 
been through too much at the tournament to fail. The game in Brisbane against the 
Welsh added another coating of steel around us and I don’t think we looked back after 
that. When the critics judged another narrow squeak as a sign of fallibility, they 
misread the tealeaves. The more important fact was this: we had come through the 
examination – our third towering challenge of the tournament – intact and were still 
afloat, heading for the semi-finals. (p. 36) 
Shared team leadership processes were a recurring feature of team resilience in this 
later phase with players reflecting on their growing ability to take collective responsibility. 
Metaphorical imagery reinforced the presence of shared leadership since players were “able 
to cut the umbilical cord” (Dallaglio, 2008, p. 324) from relying on coaches. This was also 
highlighted by players describing how their ability to share responsibility enabled the team to 
withstand stressors through “a triumph of self-discipline, which is something we had been 
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working on for years” (Greenwood, 2005, p. 247). The following quote by Richard Hill 
(2006) shows that effective shared team leadership meant that the players were able to take 
complete responsibility prior to extra-time in the 2003 World Cup final: 
As the whistle went for full time, it dawned on me that we hadn’t scored a single point 
in the second half. I honestly think that a lot of teams might have panicked. Instead, 
Johnno called us around in a huddle. Eddie Jones [the opposing Head Coach] had 
come down to address his team, but when Clive [Woodward] arrived Jonno told him 
to leave everything to him and the players. ‘Clive, no problem, we know what we are 
doing’ he said. Clive was an organiser, a facilitator and an original thinker . . . by 
putting together a side full of key players and leaders . . . Clive had made himself 
redundant as a leader. (p. 260) 
4.4 Discussion 
 Using narrative analyses of autobiographies, we explored the underlying psychosocial 
processes of team resilience in the 2003 England rugby union World Cup winning team. 
Extending the research in chapter three that presented a definition of team resilience and 
identified the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams, the findings of the present study 
provide an insight into the mechanisms that explain how a resilient team functions 
particularly illustrating how resilience processes were essential for the development of 
excellence at the highest level of sport. Specifically, the findings revealed five main 
psychosocial processes that underpinned team resilience in the England team between 1997/8 
and 2003/4: transformational leadership, shared team leadership, team learning, social 
identity, and positive emotions. The results indicated that these processes enabled the 
England rugby team to effectively utilise their cognitive, affective, and relational resources to 
act as leverage points for team resilience when facing stressors. Furthermore, the findings of 
this study revealed that team resilience was illuminated through a progressive narrative form. 
This was portrayed by team members evaluating stressors in a positive fashion and focusing 
on moving forward as a team despite setbacks.  
4.41 Transformational leadership. Transformational leadership involves the 
building of relationships between leaders and followers based on personal, emotional, and 
inspirational exchanges, with the aim of creating an environment in which followers can 
achieve their optimal potential (Bass, 1985). The findings showed that transformational 
leadership emerged as a pivotal team resilience process. Specifically, transformational 
leadership enabled the England team to withstand the setbacks that they collectively 
encountered, particularly during the early phase, through collective vision development and 
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inspiring players to “start thinking differently and play differently” (Leonard, 2004, p. 179). 
A possible explanation for this finding is that transformational leaders enable teams to be 
“more confident in their ability to deal with failure . . . [and] encourage [them] to take risks 
and to pursue innovative and creative activities” (Peterson, O’Walumbwa, Byron, & 
Myrowitz, 2009 p. 353). Transformational leadership may have also underpinned the team’s 
resilience through the construction of a facilitative collective climate (cf. Kozlowski & Ilgen, 
2006). This refers to a shared understanding of the group environment and perceptions about 
the strategic direction of the team (e.g., the England rugby team recognised that they needed 
to be innovative and creative to be the top-ranked team in the world). Specifically, the results 
of our study suggested that transformational leadership influences team resilience through the 
leader’s frequent reinforcement of the team’s strategic priorities. Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006) 
suggested that this process operates through “perceptual filtering” (p. 84) whereby people 
take in new information and interpret it, according to prior experiences, to reduce uncertainty 
about new experiences. In the present study, this process positively influenced team 
members’ collective interpretations of adverse events (e.g., after losing a Six Nations 
Championship, Clive Woodward reminded the team that their mission was to become the best 
team in the world, not the best team in Europe). Collectively, these findings appear to 
resonate with Hodge, Henry, and Smith’s (2014) study that found that transformational 
leadership was important for the 2011 Rugby World Cup champion team (see also Hodge & 
Smith, 2014). Specifically, after two critical turning points (i.e., negative incidents) in 2004 
and 2007, the New Zealand All Blacks rugby team used several transformational leadership 
approaches including the employment of a dual-management model, the development of a 
leadership group, the transference of responsibility to players, and the expectation of 
excellence. 
4.42 Shared team leadership. The salience of the theme of leadership was further 
evident through the identification of shared team leadership as an underlying team resilience 
process. Contrasting with more conventional “vertical” forms of leadership (Ensley, 
Hmieleski, & Pearce, 2006), shared team leadership refers to the spread of leadership 
amongst numerous team members (Carson, Tesluck, & Marrone, 2007). The findings of this 
study suggest that shared team leadership leveraged the team’s resilience by influencing 
group members to positively adjust their efforts to achieve team tasks during challenging 
situations. Moreover, shared leadership appeared to improve coordination when encountering 
stressors by promoting greater implementation of roles and responsibilities for team 
members’ performance (cf. Burke, Stagl, Salas, Pierce, & Kendall, 2006; Yeatts & Hyten, 
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1998). To illustrate, the phrase “teamship” was used to reinforce the team’s commitment to 
collective accountability and action. The results also highlighted the team’s enhanced 
coordination through the progressive narrative form when evaluating setbacks (e.g., “we just 
did what we had to do”, “able to cut the umbilical cord). Subsequently, shared leadership 
appeared to facilitate the team’s resilience through members positively influencing each other 
to perform for the benefit of the wider team (cf. Fransen et al., 2014a; Fransen et al., 2014b; 
Van der Kleij, Molenaar, & Schraagen, 2011). Interestingly, the findings of the present study 
illustrate that two specific approaches to leadership (i.e., transformational and shared team 
leadership) underpinned the team’s resilience. The role of both these leadership processes 
should be evaluated in relation to the stage of a team’s development. For example, the role of 
transformational leadership seemed to be particularly important during the team’s early phase 
due to the significant organisational changes which occurred. Thereafter, team resilience 
appeared to develop through “a continuous ebb and flow” (Ensley et al., 2006, p, 227) 
between transformational and shared leadership. 
4.43 Team learning. The findings of this study also revealed that team learning 
processes underpinned the team’s resilience. Team members referred to their ability to “file 
away the knowledge” (Wilkinson, 2004, p. 23) following setbacks and to apply their learning 
to future challenges. An explanation for this finding is that team mental models may have 
influenced the team’s resilience through harnessing collective sense making during adverse 
situations (cf. Weick, 1993). Team mental models refer to shared knowledge structures 
relevant to the team’s task environment (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). According to Lim and 
Klein (2006), they improve team performance by enabling team members to anticipate one 
another’s actions and to coordinate their behaviours especially under demanding 
circumstances. Our results suggested that the team’s resilience involved members of the team 
organising their knowledge about how to act during challenging situations (e.g., identifying 
specific information from significant defeats, such as the 2001 Grand Slam decider, to 
positively influence their future preparations). The findings reported in this study also 
suggested that team learning underpinned the team’s resilience through the psychological 
phenomenon of transactive memory (cf. Wegner, 1995). At the team-level, this refers to 
networked information processing comprising individual memory systems and combined 
knowledge with a common awareness of such knowledge (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). To 
illustrate, during ‘extra-time’ in the 2003 Rugby World Cup final, players described knowing 
what to do in particular challenging situations, such as the last two minutes of play, where 
they “used every last bit of that combined knowledge” (Wilkinson, 2006, p. 35). Transactive 
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memory appears to explain how both individual and collective knowledge facilitates team 
members’ understanding of how and when to apply this knowledge in adverse situations. 
Overall, therefore, team learning appears to be an important team-level resilience process that 
yields the specific cognitive resources and networked knowledge required during difficult 
circumstances. 
4.44 Social identity. Social identity was an important underlying process of team 
resilience for the England rugby union team. Social identity is a process where groups engage 
in collective action to develop a picture of what the group represents (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; 
Hogg, Abrams, Otten, & Hinkle, 2004). To illustrate, social identity was characterised in this 
team through the presence of deep collective emotional bonds. Moreover, the use of imagery 
such as “Club England” and “Teamship” symbolised the importance of their shared and 
distinct team identity which was often recalled by team members during setbacks. In this 
group setting personal identity (“I”) appeared to give way to social identity (“we”) where 
team members adjusted their self-concept, thoughts, and behaviour to be aligned with those 
defined by the group (cf. Turner, 1991). In the present study, an example of this can be seen 
when the team collectively decided to strike over pay despite several individual athletes 
disagreeing. An explanation for social identity processes facilitating the team’s resilience is 
the role of strong emotional attachments during adversity (Gittell et al., 2006). Specifically, 
this may operate through affective commitment (cf. Dimmock, Grove, & Eklund, 2005) 
whereby high-quality relations and emotional intensity positively influence the ability of a 
team to take effective action during adversity. This might explain why the participants in the 
present study felt that their individual and shared experiences of adversity created such strong 
affective attachments and a “band of brothers” mentality. Another possible explanation is that 
the team’s distinctive social identity provided a psychological basis for receiving – and 
gaining benefits from – the social support of team members (Haslam, O’Brien, Jetten, 
Vormedal, & Penna, 2005). Interestingly, Rees et al. (2013) recently proposed that a salient 
group identity has the potential to act as a psychosocial process which alleviates 
“performance downward spirals” (p. 400). Collectively, the results of the present study 
appear to indicate the importance of social identity processes to harness affective and 
relational psychosocial resources to promote team resilience. 
4.45 Positive emotions. This study identified positive emotions as an important team 
resilience process for the England rugby team. Resilience researchers have proposed that 
positive emotions are associated with individual resilience (see, e.g., Tugade & Fredrickson, 
2004). The findings of the present study suggested that team resilience is harnessed by group-
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level positive emotions which are salient during challenging situations. For example, Kaplan, 
Laport, and Waller (2013) proposed that positive emotions, such as vigor and joy, may be 
pivotal for team effectiveness during crises. The results in the present study also showed that 
the England team often used humour (e.g., sledging, banter) following setbacks. For example, 
on returning to the 2003 World Cup team following serious injury, Richard Hill was greeted 
by team members directing putdown humour at him. This was paradoxically a sign of the 
team’s appreciation of their colleague’s return following a challenging period of the 2003 
tournament. Putdown humour may have influenced team resilience by stimulating positive 
mutual exchanges and interpersonal bonds (cf. Terrien & Ashforth, 2002). Furthermore, the 
experience of positivity during adversity has been found to build a durable psychosocial 
emotional space conducive for team resilience (cf. Losada & Heaphy, 2004). Another 
possible explanation is that positive emotions produce amplifying and buffering effects which 
enhances a team’s ability to withstand stressors (cf. Cameron, Mora, Leutscher, & Carlarco, 
2011). Positive team practices (e.g., “behaving like naughty schoolboys”) amplified and 
reinforced the effects of positive emotions by strengthening social capital and high quality 
relations during setbacks. Positive emotions also seemed to buffer the team from the potential 
negative effects of stressors by enabling the team to absorb threat and possible harm 
(Cameron et al., 2011), and by facilitating the expression of latent tensions (Hatch, 1997).  
4.46 Strengths and limitations. When employing qualitative methods it is important 
to consider some of the strengths and limitations of the approach adopted. A notable strength 
of this investigation was the appropriateness of the selected team for a study on team 
resilience. Firstly, the participants were part of a team which remain the only England side to 
win the Rugby World Cup. Secondly, the participants’ experiences of both individual and 
collective adversity provided an authentic representation of team resilience. Another strength 
of this investigation was that the data gleaned from the analysis of the autobiographies 
contained a wealth of narratives. Douglas and Carless (2009) suggested that narratives can 
“illuminate psychological processes in socio-cultural contexts” (p. 213). In this study, a key 
approach for elucidating the team resilience processes was the collection of tacit knowledge 
that “transcends the immediate surface of speech, texts, or discursive materials” (Tracy, 2010, 
p. 843). We feel that the narrative analysis strategies employed in this study enabled the 
researchers to go beneath the ‘surface’ of the stories contained within the autobiographies to 
reveal a profound insight into team resilience processes. Notwithstanding these strengths, it is 
important to acknowledge that although autobiographies contain expressions of personal 
lives, researchers should recognise that the recall of past experiences will likely be 
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reinterpreted through memory and language. Taking this point into consideration, we 
analysed the autobiographies of eight members from the same team which helped to identify 
any differences in their recall of shared critical incidents. It should also be acknowledged that 
the findings in this study represent just one interpretation of team resilience and that narrative 
researchers should recognise that ‘truth’ is constructed through the researcher’s values and 
beliefs (Smith, 2010). By using narrative analysis strategies that paid particular attention to 
the chronology of incidents, we attempted to be faithful to the stories and the subsequent 
interpretation of the events (King, 2008). 
4.47 Future research. The findings of this study suggest that team resilience 
processes are likely to be a promising area for future research. Although this study provided 
an initial insight into the dynamic and temporal aspects of a team’s resilience in elite sport, 
longitudinal research is required to further explore the resilience processes identified in this 
study. To illustrate, Kimberlin et al. (2011) analysed organisational histories spanning several 
decades to portray organisational resilience processes. An important issue to consider when 
conducting this type of research is the sociocultural context in which a team operates (cf. 
Xenikou & Furnham, 2012). More specifically, scholars need to be sensitive to the 
sociocultural factors that contextualise how team resilience is manifested in different 
practices (cf. Ungar, 2008). Future research efforts should explore the link between stress and 
group processes and how they interact to influence team functioning and performance (cf. 
Levi, 2013; Franz, 2012). Subsequently, researchers could investigate the specific role of 
each process and how each team mechanism can be developed and maintained. For example, 
the results of the present study highlight the need to more fully understand the ebb and flow 
of transformational and shared leadership within teams (Carson et al., 2007) in facilitating 
and sustaining resilience.  Furthermore, creative qualitative approaches such as ethnography 
offer intriguing possibilities to study ‘first-hand’ the underlying team resilience mechanisms 
reported in this study and how they are developed. Prolonged immersion in a team setting, 
using participant observation and a range of interviewing methods, could pave the path for a 
pre-intervention evaluation of team resilience as a precursor for the development of a team 
resilience training program (cf. Wagstaff et al., 2012; Wagstaff, Hanton, & Fletcher, 2013). 
Finally, this research suggests that a resilient team is likely to be more than a collection of 
resilient individuals. For team resilience research and measurement in sport, this indicates 
that team resilience should be operationalised and assessed differently at different levels of 
analysis. Specifically, researchers should use multilevel modelling to disaggregate 
individuals’ perceptions of the team’s resilience from team-level resilience. Chan’s (1998) 
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typology of composition models provides an excellent framework for organising, evaluating, 
and developing constructs in multilevel research (e.g., to extend the assessment of individual-
level resilience to the team-level). 
4.48 Practical implications. The findings of this study revealed five main 
psychosocial processes, underpinning the resilience of a world champion team, that offer 
practitioners a framework to build team resilience during the course of a team’s journey. 
When developing team resilience, practitioners should consider these processes in relation to 
the stressors that the team is encountering. Moreover, due to the dynamic nature of team 
resilience, it is likely that the relative emphasis and salience of these processes will vary over 
time due to changes in the team environment (e.g., injury, selection decisions) and in 
accordance with the stage of a team’s existence. Indeed, teams are not static entities and the 
temporal nature of demands and psychosocial processes is an important consideration when 
developing a culture of sustainable excellence (cf. Yukelson & Rose, 2014). Although the 
results of this study are based on one elite sport team which may limit the generalisability of 
the findings, the knowledge generated through the qualitative methods can still transfer and 
be useful to practitioners working with other populations (cf. Tracy, 2010; Ungar, 2003). 
During the early years of team formation, our results suggest that transformational leadership 
strategies, such as articulating and reinforcing a compelling team vision, are important to 
focus on to protect groups of individuals from the potential negative consequences of 
stressors. During the middle phase, it appears that the creation of a leadership group (i.e., 
shared team leadership) becomes more of a priority to boost team resilience since it promotes 
connectivity, ensures that players are ‘on the same wavelength’ during setbacks, and enforces 
accountability by taking positive action. The facilitation of team learning also seems to be 
beneficial during this phase. To expedite team learning, practitioners could hold meetings that 
require players to reflect on the new knowledge and benefits gained from experiences of 
adversity (e.g., evaluate stressors as an opportunity for group development and mastery) and 
consider how this information can be used in the future. During the latter period of a team’s 
development, our findings suggest that displays of positive emotions are important to 
emphasise. Coaches should closely observe the behaviour of athletes during training for 
signals that may indicate lack of vitality. To stimulate humour, players could create a 
platform for banter through team rituals (e.g., celebrating moments of resilience) and 
‘storytelling’ to explain successes and failures. 
When developing excellence in teams, practitioners should consider utilising the 
framework proposed by Kleinert et al. (2012). Specifically, they suggest that three situational 
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components determine the procedure, approach, and trust building when working with teams: 
the sport psychologist himself or herself, the given tasks and demands, and the social and 
organisational structure. First, sport psychologists should reflect on the personal resources 
they possess to intervene and perhaps most importantly, they should take time to develop 
contextual intelligence so as to understand “what works with which persons in which 
situations” (Brown, Gould, & Foster, 2005, p. 51). Second, the situational tasks and demands 
are likely to determine how practitioners work with teams (cf. Kleinert et al., 2012; Paradis & 
Martin, 2012). In the context of the present study, developing team resilience should be seen 
as a proactive approach to managing stressors and as part of a team’s long-term development 
rather than a short-term plan to address a crisis. Third, the social and organisational structure 
will influence the intervention approach, the method of gaining credibility and trust, and the 
decisions made (cf. Fletcher & Wagstaff, 2009). Importantly, when developing team 
resilience, it may be easier for a sport psychologist to be accepted when, in team philosophy 
and style, the practitioner has a recognised place in the team (e.g., because he or she has 
already worked with the team during the season). 
4.49 Concluding remarks. This study’s findings revealed five main team resilience 
processes based on a case-study of a rugby union World Cup winning team. The psychosocial 
processes consisted of: transformational leadership, shared team leadership, team learning, 
social identity, and positive emotions. The underlying processes identified in this study 
explained how team resilience involves the active mobilisation of a team’s individual and 
group resources to withstand stressors in the pursuit of optimal sport performance. The 
importance of sport teams being able to manage adversity over time is portrayed through the 
following quote by England’s former rugby union Head Coach, Clive Woodward: “Our 
success has not been a continual series of victories. We have had a number of devastating 
setbacks; how these are handled is the mark of a great team . . . It has been against all odds, 
but winning does not happen in a straight line” (Woodward, 2004, xiii). To achieve success at 
the highest levels of elite sport, the cultivation of team resilience processes appear to be 
pivotal over time in protecting teams from negative consequences that may be encountered 
along the pathway to sporting excellence. 
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Chapter Five: Empirical Research: 
Study Three 
 
In the previous chapter, I reported the findings of the second study of team resilience 
in competitive sport. Specifically, I employed narrative inquiry to identify five psychosocial 
processes underpinning team resilience (i.e., transformational leadership, shared team 
leadership, team learning, social identity, positive emotions). Furthermore, the findings 
revealed a progressive narrative form characterised by a collective positive evaluation of 
setbacks. This extended the findings reported in Chapter one by investigating how resilient 
teams function. The aim of this chapter is to explore how team resilience can be developed 
and maintained during the course of a season in rugby union. It is hoped that the findings will 
provide practitioners with a framework of strategies for the development of team resilience 
and to inform the design of interventions. 
 
Developing Team Resilience: A Season-long Investigation of a 
National League Winning Semi-Professional Rugby Union Team1 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 The scientific study of teams and group dynamics is an intriguing and important area 
for sport psychology researchers and practitioners. Furthermore, the advancement of 
knowledge of team psychology in competitive sport is essential for the achievement of 
optimum performance and positive outcomes based on the unique psychological dynamics 
that arise when groups of individuals come together to pursue common goals (Beauchamp & 
Eys, 2014). Sport psychologists have recognised the importance of understanding group 
                                                
1 Morgan, P. B. C., Sarkar, M., & Fletcher, D. (2015, July). Developing psychological and team 
resilience in sport: From theory to practice. European Federation of Sport Psychology 
(FEPSAC) workshop for European Network of Young Specialists in Sport Psychology 
(ENYSSP), Bern, Switzerland. 
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dynamics and teams for some time (Beauchamp & Eys, 2007; Carron, Hausenblaus, & Eys, 
2005). In a review of group dynamics in sport, Kleinert et al. (2012) emphasised the value of 
a number of well documented scientific constructs that have been associated with team 
success and positive outcomes demonstrated through targeted research and interventions: 
cohesion (Carron et al., 1998; Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985), team roles (Eys et al., 
2006), team efficacy and potency (Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, & Beubien, 2002), and the 
relationship between team leadership and factors such as motivational climate (Chelladurai, 
2007; Crozier, Loughead, & Munroe-Chandler, 2013). Despite the prominence of these areas 
of research, Kleinert et al. (2012) and others (see e.g., Martin et al., 2014) have argued that 
several challenges remain, including the general underrepresentation of team-level 
psychology, a need for a greater variety of team psychology perspectives (Eccles & Tran, 
2012), and more investigations which emanate from ‘real-world’ practice needs, problems, 
and challenges. 
 One area that has, perhaps, begun to address these challenges in sport psychology 
research is the emergence of team resilience as an area of scientific enquiry. Emanating from 
other psychology disciplines such as organisational behaviour (cf. Blatt, 2009; West et al., 
2009), team resilience has been recognised as a new scientific construct in sport psychology 
(Strauss & Ntoumanis, 2015) with potentially important implications for coaches and team 
practitioners (Yukelson & Rose, 2014). Furthermore, researchers have proposed that team 
resilience can be developed through structured training programmes, interventions and 
actions (Alliger et al., 2015; Amaral et al., 2015). It is, perhaps, somewhat surprising 
therefore, that understanding team resilience and how it might be developed in sport teams 
during the course of a team’s existence has been overlooked until relatively recently (Galli, 
2016; Yukelson & Weinberg, 2016).  
 In Study 2, to better understand the psychosocial processes underpinning team 
resilience, I conducted the second study of team resilience using narrative analyses of the 
autobiographies of eight members of the 2003 England rugby union World Cup winning 
team. Five psychosocial processes were revealed: transformational leadership (cf. Bass, 
1985) which referred to leaders of teams employing inspirational, personal, and emotional 
approaches with team members during stressors; shared team leadership (cf. Carmeli et al., 
2013) referred to the distribution of team leadership during challenging situations; team 
learning (cf. Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006) involved gaining and acting on new knowledge 
during setbacks; social identity processes (cf. Turner, 1991) indicated the importance of 
building a strong, distinctive team identity and collective bonds during stressors; and, positive 
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emotions (cf. Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) harnessed the use of humour and banter during 
challenging situations. The study also highlighted the importance of conceiving team 
resilience as a dynamic process that fluctuates over time in accordance with the stressor the 
team is encountering. Taking this finding together with the psychosocial mechanisms 
identified in Study 2, an exploration of how to develop team resilience presents an intriguing 
opportunity for researchers and practitioners. Indeed, within positive psychology, Meneghel 
et al. (2016) recently argued that, “ . . . establishing which variables help the development of 
team resilience is essential to better prepare teams to respond to future adverse situations” (p. 
506). Moreover, in the discussion of future research directions in Study 2, I proposed that: 
. . . researchers could investigate the specific role of each [team resilience] process 
and how each team mechanism can be developed and maintained . . . creative 
qualitative approaches such as ethnography offer intriguing possibilities to study 
‘first-hand’ the underlying team resilience mechanisms reported in this study and how 
they are developed (p. 76). 
Overall, the findings reported in Study 1 and Study 2 described what a resilient team 
looks like (i.e., characteristics) and how a resilient team functions (i.e., processes). For 
optimal team performance, it was proposed that team resilience involves the active 
mobilisation of these protective characteristics and processes to withstand pressurised 
situations and stressors. However, questions remain concerning how team resilience can be 
developed. Therefore, to address this, the aim of the present study was to investigate how the 
psychosocial mechanisms underlying team resilience can be developed in competitive sport. 
It is hoped that this will further advance our understanding of team resilience so that coaches 
and team practitioners are equipped with the knowledge, techniques, and strategies to develop 
resilient teams to protect them from the potentially harmful effects of the stressors that they 
will encounter in the pursuit of team excellence. Furthermore, since psychosocial 
interventions can have considerable effects on sport performance (Brown & Fletcher, 2016), 
it is hoped that this research will inform the future design of interventions to develop team 
resilience over time. 
5.2 Method 
5.21 Research design. Since team resilience was described as a dynamic 
psychosocial process in Study 1, an investigation into its development requires a 
methodological approach that facilitates the in-depth study of a specific psychological, social 
and cultural setting over some time. Ethnography is an ideal method to address this through 
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prolonged fieldwork in the team setting and developing close associations with group 
members (cf. Brewer, 2000; Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). 
5.211 Ethnographic inquiry. Ethnography refers to the process of acquiring 
knowledge of social phenomena through first-hand experiences and exploration of specific 
social groups and cultural settings (Rock, 2001). The aim of ethnographic research is to 
generate descriptions, analyses and interpretations of how individuals and groups experience 
and understand their world (Roulston, 2010b). In short, ethnography typically involves 
prolonged contact with people in everyday contexts rather than experimental contexts 
(Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). Typically, ethnographic researchers establish themselves in 
a natural setting on a long term basis to explore, experience, and portray the social life and 
processes occurring within groups and cultures (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 2007; Fetterman, 
2010). Proponents of ethnography assert that the study of social settings from the emic or 
insider’s perspective (see Fetterman, 2010) has the potential to unravel the “breadth and 
complexity of relations” (Rock, 2001, p.31) and interactions that take place within teams. 
Importantly for a study of team resilience, ethnography can help reveal psychosocial 
processes through shedding light on the tacit knowledge and taken-for-granted assumptions 
that occur within team settings to understand the dynamic nature of these environments (cf. 
Spradley, 1979). 
Within the field of sport psychology, Krane and Baird (2005) proposed that a 
particular strength of ethnography lies in its ability to integrate the practitioner and researcher 
by “putting sport psychologists in the thick of the data and truly hearing the voices of the 
athletes and coaches with whom we work” (p. 104). Interestingly, ethnographic approaches 
can also reveal the dynamic and temporal psychosocial processes within team settings in 
sport (Holt & Sparkes, 2001; Wagstaff et al., 2012). When considering Luthar’s (2006) claim 
that, “resilience, rests, fundamentally, on relationships” (p. 780), this suggests the need for 
resilience researchers to employ methodological approaches that illuminate the complex 
psychosocial mechanisms in teams. Therefore, ethnographic inquiry appears to offer a 
particularly appropriate approach for the exploration of how team resilience processes can be 
developed over time during adverse situations. 
5.22 Sampling. In the present study, judgmental sampling was employed, a common 
technique in ethnography where the researcher selects the most suitable members of a 
subgroup relevant to the research question (Fetterman, 2010). Sampling involved the 
selection of a leading english semi-professional rugby union team and was based on the 
following considerations: firstly, since Study 2 involved a case-study of an elite rugby union 
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team, it was deemed appropriate to extend the focus in the same sport to further explore the 
nuances, psychosocial, and cultural aspects of team resilience in rugby union (although the 
context between elite and semi-professional teams is different, it was judged that all 
competitive sports teams, regardless of level face stressors, albeit at a different level of 
intensity); secondly, the team was selected on the basis that it had developed and displayed 
team resilience over time; thirdly, because ethnographic research involves intensive 
fieldwork and prolonged immersion (Atkinson, Coffey, Delamont, Lofland, & Lofland, 
2001), the team was selected based on its geographical location to maximise time in the field.  
5.221 Team. The sample team consisted of a senior rugby union team based in the 
southeast of England. During the season under investigation (2012/13), the team competed in 
the English Rugby Football Union league’s National League Division Two South. Founded 
in 1930, this club is one of the foremost semi-professional clubs in England. Since the 1990s, 
the club has competed in the third and fourth tier of the English league system placing it in 
the top 50 clubs in England. The team achieved fifth place in National League Two South 
division during 2011/12 and sixth place in 2010/11. The team was considered an appropriate 
sample for a study of team resilience based upon the team’s strong national reputation and its 
recent successful track record of remaining a top-flight semi-professional team despite 
encountering a number of team stressors. During the team’s recent history, stressors included 
being close to relegation in 2004/5 and 2006/7 with subsequent relegation in 2007/8, 
experiencing injuries to key players at critical points in the season, disciplinary problems with 
a key and influential team player, the departure of various Head Coaches, a previous dispute 
with a former Head Coach, losing to teams ranked lower in the league, and frustration at not 
gaining promotion. 
During the 2012/13 season, a new coaching and management team was employed on 
a part-time basis. The coaching team consisted of three former club captains and the Head 
Coach returned for the second time in this role. This coaching team had gained over 700 
appearances as former players for the club. Promotion to the third tier of English rugby, 
National League One, required ending the 2012/13 season in first place in the league or 
competing in a play-off against the second placed club in the equivalent National Two North 
league. During the season under investigation, the team won the division by finishing top of 
the league and was subsequently automatically promoted to the third tier of English rugby 
(top 40 teams). Despite their success in 2012/13, the team suffered a number of setbacks 
including several unexpected defeats to lesser opposition with subsequent lowered morale, 
controversial officiating in one key defeat at an important time of the season, injuries to key 
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players, and disruption of their momentum due to severe weather conditions. The team 
(including coaches) consisted of a total of 27 participants who ranged in age between 20 and 
57 years (M = 27.6, SD = 9.0). Participants had represented their team for between 1 and 9 
years (M = 2.4, SD = 2.5). The squad included two players who had experienced careers as 
professional rugby union players and four players had achieved national representative 
honors at under 19 and under 21 age group levels. All players were of British nationality 
except one Australian. 
5.23 Procedures. Ethical approval from my university was completed prior to the 
study. Before the investigation, emails and follow-up phone calls were made to the Head 
Coach and two informal meetings were held. During these meetings, I described the purpose 
of the research, what would be required, and the benefits to the club (e.g., sharing of findings 
at the end of the research). Specifically, I explained the importance of gaining full access to 
team members in as many situations as possible including training sessions, pre-match 
meetings, matches, half-time discussions, team meetings and any appropriate team events. 
Within a team sport setting, the Head Coach is a key “gatekeeper” (Sands, 2002) and I 
invested much effort to develop a rapport and to be fully prepared for these meetings due to 
his influence with their team. I had a good knowledge of rugby union and knew some players, 
coaches, and club representatives which helped to build a rapport. Some of the members of 
the team had participated in a pilot focus group for Study 1 to explore team resilience two 
years before the present study. No communications had been held with these team members 
between the focus group and the commencement of the present study. Two members 
involved in the focus group had become influential members of the coaching staff, which 
helped to develop positive relationships with the team, and they fully supported my 
involvement with the team. 
Following pre-season meetings, the Head Coach stated that he would communicate 
with his coaching teams to discuss access to the team’s activities, which was subsequently 
agreed. The Head Coach agreed that I would be formally introduced to the squad and 
coaching team prior to the start of an early season training session. I gave a short presentation 
to the squad in the changing rooms prior to this training session about the nature of the 
project and invited any questions. The Head Coach and Team Manager both supported the 
study and encouraged team members to give their support. Participants were also given hard 
copy information about the nature of the research (see Appendix 2) and provided their 
consent to participate in the study (see Appendix 3). Participants were informed that their 
involvement in the study was voluntary and that data were confidential and anonymous. 
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Details were provided about my future involvement within their team environment (e.g., 
observation at training, matches, post-match events, meetings). Teams were informed that the 
aim of the study was to explore ‘first-hand’ and ‘close up’ the key factors that influence the 
resilience of teams in competitive sport and how this might be developed. All team members 
and coaches agreed to participate providing full written informed consent prior to data 
collection. During the process of receiving written consent from individual players, efforts 
were made to engage in informal conversation to build a rapport with participants. Various 
team members asked questions and expressed their interest in the study. 
5.24 Data collection. A central aspect of ethnographic research is the development of 
foreshadowed problems (Delamont, 2007; Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). In the present 
study, these consisted of my ideas and knowledge of team resilience and underlying 
protective mechanisms. This knowledge was used to create a set of “guiding hypotheses” 
(Gobo, 2008, p. 88) and sensitising concepts (Charmaz, 2006) so that the research was 
developed into a viable form prior to the ethnography. Specifically, the five psychosocial 
team resilience processes identified in Study 2 were used as the guiding framework (i.e., 
transformational leadership, shared team leadership, team learning, social identity, and 
positive emotions). While this provided a scaffold to shape ideas during the investigation, 
Study 2 did not specifically address the development of team resilience; rather, the study 
focused on the identification of underlying processes (i.e., how a resilient team functions). 
Therefore, in line with recommendations for ethnographic research (cf. Charmaz, 2006; 
O’Reilly, 2012), I used this prior knowledge as a “guided theoretical problem” while 
remaining “open to surprises” (O’Reilly, 2012, pp. 32-33). For example, the role of 
transformational leadership was used as a framework to consider the broader types of 
techniques and strategies employed to engage team members with the team’s vision despite 
setbacks. Furthermore, Study 2 was based on a world champion rugby union team and 
although all competitive sports teams face stressful situations, irrespective of skill level, 
consideration was given to the fact that a team’s development may occur differently at 
different levels (cf. Hodge et al., 2014; Hodge & Smith, 2014). The following data collection 
methods were employed during the 2012 to 2013 rugby season over a period of eleven 
months. While the methods described forthwith are presented separately, in practice, data 
collection was often carried out as a family of methods as part of a holistic ethnographic 
approach (Mannay & Morgan, 2015). 
5.241 Observation. The aim of using observation during ethnographic research is to 
investigate, experience, and characterise the social life, relationships, and psychosocial 
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processes that take place in that setting (Emerson et al., 1995; Lofland, Snow, Anderson, & 
Lofland, 2006). Observations took place during the course of the 2012/13 season and were 
conducted three days per week (training sessions and match days), between 2 and 8 hours 
each day. Specifically, observations occurred two evenings per week (typically 2 to 3 hours 
each evening) and on one weekend match day (typically from 12pm to 8pm). Observations 
occurred in a variety of team situations and locations including training sessions, team 
briefings, pre-match in the team changing rooms, meeting rooms, club bars, team selection 
meetings, car parks, refectory areas, travelling on coaches to away fixtures, half-time team 
reviews during matches, pitch-side during matches, hotels during overnight stays, and in the 
management offices. Initially, observations were focused on obtaining a general view of the 
team’s activity. Moreover, there was a focus on ‘learning’ the language used within the 
team’s context and to identify patterns of behaviour (Fetterman, 2010). As the season 
progressed, observations narrowed towards specific team resilience incidents (e.g., following 
setbacks) and situations that emerged as unusual or invited closer attention (Bailey, 1994). 
Attention was directed towards watching and listening to team participants and what they 
naturally did or said during challenging situations. Moreover, I attempted to participate in 
some team events and situations to achieve a balance struck between having an ‘insider’ and 
‘outsider’ status (Brewer, 2000). Specifically, in accordance with Krane and Baird (2005), the 
role of observer alternated between ‘objective observer’ (e.g., maintaining more professional 
distance during private discussions) to ‘observer participant’ (i.e., closer involvement). To 
illustrate the role of ‘observer-participant’, I helped carry equipment and assisted some 
players with pre-match preparation. Photos using a digital camera were also taken to assist 
recall of events. Throughout the research process, I maintained an “habitual presence” (Krane 
& Baird, 2005, p. 94) in the team environment. This was not only to collect data but also to 
display commitment to the team. For example, during very poor weather where it was likely 
that training would be cancelled, I still attended to demonstrate the same commitment team 
members were expected to display. 
5.242 Field notes and reflexive diary. Emerson et al. (1995) proposed that field notes 
are, “an expression of the ethnographer’s deepening local knowledge, emerging sensitivities, 
evolving concerns and theoretical insights. They have the loose, shifting quality of working, 
preliminary and transitory, rather than final, or fixed texts” (p. 355). In the present study, 
field note entries consisted of oral and written records of incidents, recall of narratives, 
written observations of documents (e.g., team mottos and logos), encounters with team 
members and coaches, extracts from the club website, newspapers and any unusual 
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occurrences. Field notes were composed on a regular basis as soon as possible after the 
observations. Notes were written in private and included numerous electronic diary entries in 
the field (e.g., following a team meeting), oral records using a digital voice recorder and basic 
handwritten notes. These ‘raw’ notes were recorded directly into a more formal written field 
log (see Appendix 4), and eventually imported into NVivo 10 software for organisational 
purposes. Concurrently, a reflexive journal was kept (see Appendix 5) to maintain an 
analytical distance and to rehearse theoretical ideas (Delamont, 2007).  
5.243 Interviews. The purpose of ethnographic interviewing is to explore the 
meanings that participants ascribe to events and actions in their social setting, expressed in 
their own language (Roulston, 2010b). A range of ethnographic interviews were conducted to 
explore the development of the team’s resilience during setbacks and challenging situations. 
Building on the developing relationships with team members, I employed a combination of 
unstructured, semi-structured and spontaneous ‘ethnographic conversations’ during the 
season (Silk, 2005). Unstructured interviews were conducted during routine moments where I 
asked ‘grand tour’ questions (e.g., how did the team feel about the defeat? What happened?) 
(Spradley, 1979). This helped gain knowledge of the language used by team participants. 
More informal interviews were employed during ordinary conversations (e.g., why did the 
team react in that way after the opposition scored?). These brief encounters helped to build 
rapport and gain information about particular events (Berg & Lune, 2013). All coaches, 
management and players were interviewed informally and everyday ‘folk’ terms were 
identified to capture the meaning of aspects of team resilience development. Furthermore, 
formal semi-structured interviews were conducted to probe specific aspects of the 
development of the team’s resilience. Formal interviews were held with ten team members 
(between 55 minutes to 88 minutes) before, during (e.g., if a player was injured), or after 
training sessions.  
5.25 Data analysis. Data analysis consisted of an iterative and cyclical process of 
idea-formation and theme-building during the eleven-month period spent with the team. 
Hammersley and Atkinson (2007) proposed that ethnographic data analysis is not a distinct 
stage of such research; rather, it commences prior to fieldwork and continues iteratively 
informally and formally throughout the entire research process. Similarly, Fetterman (2010) 
contended that ethnographic analysis begins in the field through observation, listening and 
interviewing. Thereafter, repeated patterns of thought and action are identified through a 
process of “sifting and sorting” to guide the researcher in making sense of the “cultural 
group’s pattern of thoughts and behaviour” (p. 98). In the present study, all written and oral 
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records from field notes, reflexive diary, interview transcripts and archival sources (e.g., 
newspaper match reports, team emails) were imported into NVivo 10 software to assist with 
data management. During data collection, field notes and the reflexive diary were studied to 
form initial thoughts and patterns. Memomaking and annotations helped to structure these 
thoughts and bring some initial analytic focus to the data collection. The five psychosocial 
team resilience processes identified in Study 2 were also used as “resources” to make sense 
of the data without forcing interpretation (cf. Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007). The data were 
content analysed through coding and interpretation of key patterns (Fetterman, 2010); 
specifically, an iterative process of memoing, open and focused coding using flexible 
thinking was conducted to identify key categories within the data (Lofland et al., 2006).  
5.26 Methodological quality and rigour. A number of evaluative criteria were used 
to evaluate the methodological quality of this study. Firstly, quality was enhanced through 
judgmental sampling (Fetterman, 2010) and by forming a close relationship between the unit 
of observation (i.e., team) and the unit of analysis (i.e., team resilience development). Roy, 
Zvonkovic, Goldberg, Sharp, and LaRossa (2015) proposed that making appropriate 
decisions about units of observation and analysis improves the quality of the data. Since this 
investigation was a study of team resilience development, the team was selected based on its 
ability to positively adapt to challenging situations. The team’s displays of success despite 
stressors ensured that this team yielded depth for a study of team resilience. Moreover, during 
the season, the team won their league and were automatically promoted to a division within 
the top 40 teams in England. Secondly, quality was achieved through data-source 
triangulation (Hammersley & Atkinson, 2007) by comparing information derived from 
different sources and phases of the study (e.g., field notes, interview transcripts, repeated 
observations of how the team positively adapted to stressors throughout the season). This 
provided a holistic understanding of team resilience development during team stressors. 
Ongoing member checks with team members were also conducted to exchange views and to 
check the accuracy of emerging interpretations of the findings (cf. Tracy, 2010). 
Thirdly, the combination of prolonged immersion and strong rapport with participants 
was essential to facilitate deeper exchanges with the team. Indeed, Jachyra, Atkinson, and 
Washiya (2015) argued that the ethnographer’s degree of rapport with participants “. . . 
markedly affects the content, breadth, and quality of the data collected” (p. 248). In the 
present study, trustworthy relationships were developed based on empathy, sensitivity, and 
reflexivity. To illustrate, at the end of one formal interview, a team member was asked to 
comment on whether he felt he was able to express his views fully. He replied, “Yes, in fact I 
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felt like I was talking to a friend”. My affiliation and displays of commitment to team 
activities enhanced the quality of the study through facilitating opportunities for open 
disclosure during data collection (Holt & Sparkes, 2001). Finally, the completion of a 
reflexive diary enhanced the quality of this study by monitoring subjectivity and minimising 
imposing ideas upon the data (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1995, 2007). This was also achieved 
by embracing the concept of “ethnographic spaces” (Mannay & Morgan, 2015, p.4) to ensure 
a critical approach. To illustrate, I reflected on observations that may, at first, have appeared 
of little relevance yet later helped to form important ideas. For example, I’d observed that the 
coaching team began to depart the changing rooms before matches following a period of 
setbacks. Only later was it evident through interviewing and other observations that this was 
a strategy designed to promote greater team accountability. 
5.3 Results  
 The results derived from the ethnographic fieldwork carried out in this investigation, 
present how team resilience was developed by a leading English semi-professional rugby 
union team during one season. Team participants’ own voices are used wherever possible to 
portray events and incidents from the fieldwork. Pseudonyms are used to assure 
confidentiality of the team participants. Table 5.1 provides an overview of team resilience 
strategies and indicators to illuminate the context of the ethnography including cultural 
expressions, folk terms, and illustrations of the interactions between team resilience and 
stressors. 
5.31 Inspiring, motivating, and challenging team members to achieve 
performance excellence. During the season, team resilience was developed by team 
members being energised, inspired, and motivated to achieve performance excellence. Team 
members could often be heard saying, “there was a buzz about the place”. When one of the 
senior coaches [Will] was asked about the reasons why the setbacks of past seasons had been 
overcome, he said, “The old regime fucked it up!” It was clear that Will was frustrated at the 
team’s past disappointments and their inability to achieve their optimum potential, and he 
warned, “it’s much quicker to fuck it up than to build it up again”. Early in the season, it was 
noted on frequent occasions how Will spoke with high levels of passion and energy. 
Referring to past setbacks, another coach [Ed] explained that by “getting rid of the old 
regime”, it signalled a commitment to develop a performance environment with higher 
expectations. This had resulted in the employment of a coaching team with complementary 
strengths and roles with “the right people in the right places”. As the season progressed, the 
team was performing well and was unbeaten in the first nine matches, often by big margins. 
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Despite achieving a tenth consecutive victory, the team’s atmosphere suddenly changed after 
a “disappointing” and “shocking” performance, which was regarded as a setback in their 
aspiration to win the league. Following this performance, Will displayed high levels of 
emotion and passion when reflecting on some strong exchanges with the team. He explained 
how the balancing nature of the various coaches’ strengths and their display of commitment 
to the team helped to develop the team’s resilience as highlighted in the following quote:  
I gave them a bit of a rollicking after the game . . . I was grumpy with them, they’ve 
clearly gone out and got together and thought I was the biggest so and so in the world 
. . . I’ve got a ‘What’s App’ group and I send them the videos of their successes and 
congratulate them . . . if there’s a report in the paper, I’ll take a photo and I’ll post it 
on there. But if things don’t go well, I’ll also let them know that too. I’ll send the 
message to them about it and I’ll name names. I just said to them in the team meeting 
that even if they are peed off with me sending messages, it can go in two ways, they 
can either sulk, or they react to it and put it right. I don’t mind being that bad cop 
because Danny [Head Coach] is lovely, the best bloke in the world, and never has a 
bad word to say about anyone or anything which we need, which is why he’s the 
Head Coach, but you also need sometimes an ingredient of someone who’s going to 
ruffle some feathers, and tell it the way it is when things go wrong, perhaps get a little  
emotional about it, because it means a lot. And you also need a level head like Ed 
who’s somewhere in between. He’s probably not as personal, he is straight talking, 
but nice with it which is why we have a team within a team. I’ve got no problem with 
upsetting the team - I was pretty upset Saturday night. They’d won, we hadn’t played 
well and I was pretty upset with them but I want them to do well, for them, I care so 
much that they do well. Not for me, I don’t get my name in the paper, I don’t do any 
of those things, I’m not the Head Coach, but I desperately want them to do well, I 
want the team to do well. 
 One team member also explained how the team’s resilience was developed by the 
coaching team’s ability to influence collective performance during stressors by utilising their 
different strengths as shown in the following quote: 
They all just bring their own different approaches to managing setbacks, sometimes 
you need an arm around you, even though we’re grown men, you still need an arm 
around you sometimes - you’ve got Danny for that. Ed gives you the pointers to move 
on positively, and then you have got Will who is just going to bring out the passion in 
you, and if he doesn’t see passion in you, then you’re not going to play.  
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Table 5.1 
 
Strategies and Indicators of Team Resilience Development 
 
 
Descriptor 
 
Development strategies and indicators 
 
Folk terms 
 
Inspiring, 
motivating, and 
challenging 
team members 
to achieve 
performance 
excellence 
 
Build complementary coaching strengths and roles 
 
Build commitment to and alignment with team goals 
 
Define and reinforce collective “team protocols” 
during stressors  
 
Reinforce high standards, shared expectations, and 
team values during stressors 
 
Profile and recruit “team players” who will adopt a 
team approach 
 
Communicate with enthusiasm and express 
confidence in the team during setbacks 
 
Role model by leading by example during 
pressurised situations 
 
 
 
“right people in the 
right places” 
“professional 
culture” 
“setting the 
standards” 
 “buzz about the 
place”  
“confident, not  
arrogant” 
“values led by  
those at the top” 
“see the bigger 
picture” 
“raised 
expectations” 
“step it up” 
 
 
Develop a team-
regulatory 
system based on 
ownership and 
accountability  
 
Define leadership roles and responsibilities 
 
Give team members responsibility for team 
functioning and communication during stressors 
 
Hold regular team briefings to openly discuss team 
functioning following challenging situations 
 
Encourage and monitor individual and collective 
performance and tasks  
 
Encourage creativity within a broad structure 
 
Exchange honest feedback and avoid blame  
 
Create leadership groups to transfer responsibility 
for solutions to stressors 
 
 
“character is 
defined when no 
one is watching” 
“on the same 
wavelength” 
“captains on the 
field” 
“chat” 
“take 
responsibility” 
“don’t be the one 
that puts us all at 
risk” 
 
Cultivate a team 
identity and a 
Frequently reinforce the importance of physical 
commitment and “intensity”  
“your body on the 
line” 
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togetherness 
based on a 
selfless culture 
 
Promote a sense of belonging and emotional 
attachment during difficult circumstances 
 
Nurture quality, supportive squad relationships 
during setbacks  
 
Frequently reinforce the importance of a “selfless 
team”  
 
Display media reports in the changing rooms of 
team successes and celebrate “resilience” moments 
through team imagery, mantras, logos  
 
 
“put your head in 
where it hurts” 
“man up” 
“do it for your 
mates” 
“squeeze” 
“grab a shirt” 
“family” 
“sacrifice” 
“No egos here” 
 
Expose the team 
to challenging 
training, 
unexpected and 
difficult 
situations 
 
Develop a shared understanding of systems and 
coordination to withstand pressurised situations 
 
Replicate pressurised scenarios 
 
Hold regular discussions about errors to encourage 
learning and problem-solving 
 
Practise ‘resetting’ the team’s focus following 
challenging situations 
 
Rehearse specific situations (what-ifs) and skills 
during pressurised conditions 
 
Take ongoing action, analysis and adjustments to 
continuously improve despite setbacks 
“we know what to 
do” 
“nothing is a 
surprise” 
“intensity!” 
“chaos” 
“accuracy under 
pressure” 
“noise” 
“dynamic” 
“repetition” 
“what from where” 
“systems in place” 
“process not 
outcome” 
“Keeping our 
structure” 
 
 
Promoting 
enjoyment and 
keeping a 
positive outlook 
during stressors. 
Promote the importance of enjoyment and wellbeing 
during challenging situations 
 
Use humour and encourage banter during 
challenging situations 
 
Plan and organise social occasions during setbacks 
or during fatigue 
 
Promote perspective during stressors 
 
Develop pre-match routines using a “business-as-
usual” approach during pressurised occasions 
 
 
“banter” 
“recharge the 
batteries” 
“let’s enjoy it” 
“keep the fun 
factor” 
“let’s play with 
smiles on our faces 
again” 
 “lighter” 
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The coaches often inspired commitment in the team during stressors “through what 
they do” [leading by example], and “by giving us the best opportunity to get out of the 
doldrums and get into that higher league” and “it wouldn’t be happening without those guys 
putting the work in.” I observed how team resilience was developed during setbacks through 
the Head Coach’s engaging use of ‘voice’ since “ . . . he was inspiring to listen to and 
commanded respect through his manner, through his warmth and persuasiveness. When this 
team are not at their best, he displays a reassuring presence where players physically sit up 
and listen respectfully”. Critically, the team’s resilience was developed by cultivating shared 
expectations of a “culture of confidence without arrogance and complacency”. The Head 
Coach explained, “we wanted to avoid the banana skins that denied us promotion last year by 
making sure complacency could never become a factor”. During one setback (following a run 
of victories), team resilience was developed by collectively reminding each other of their 
shared expectations for a team performance environment where “we recognised we had too 
much of a swagger and arrogance off the pitch and a drop in performance on the pitch” and 
therefore, “we needed to flip that around”. 
 Team resilience was also cultivated through the establishment of a team vision and 
collectively agreed “team protocols” with regular reinforcement of the team’s purpose, goals 
and values during stressors. One team member commented how the coaches “brought a 
professional environment to a semi-professional team”. Throughout the season, the Head 
Coach often emphasised the need to “maintain our high standards” as “the goal is automatic 
promotion, it’s not to get to the play-offs, and it’s about setting high standards in everything 
we do”. During disappointing performances, the coaches emphasised their expectations for 
high standards commenting that, “for any other team, winning by 60 points would be fine but 
not for this team because we have aspirations and expectations”. One team member explained 
that during setbacks team resilience was developed by aligning with their team’s goals and 
protocols, “because they are so clear and it’s been contracted upfront right from the start, 
people accept that and are totally committed”. Weekly post-match emails were 
communicated before team training sessions to emphasise the team’s expectations of 
collective performance standards as highlighted in the quote below from the Head Coach, 
Danny, following one poor team performance: 
In the end, it was a win on the road in very difficult playing conditions. However, I 
know we all felt that the performance was below our normal high standards. I’m not 
so worried about the bonus point [extra point for scoring a number of goals] but we 
need to live up to the high standards we are setting ourselves in terms of performance, 
    Chapter Five: Empirical Research: Study Three  
 
99 
 
and with that as a context, it was a disappointing day. 
Another team member said that when setbacks occurred, “it all comes back to that 
goal where we want to get promoted. So, we get through those tough times and rebuild 
around that goal”. To develop the team’s resilience, Danny illustrated the importance of 
setting individual and collective expectations as shown in the following quote: 
We had higher expectations this year. I’ve always gone into competitions with the 
expectation that you’re going to win it, regardless of what people say. But we set out 
high expectations at the very beginning. While our goal in the previous season was a 
top four finish, we said very firmly this year that it was promotion or nothing. That 
was going to be the goal. That was a key difference and it created a little bit of a buzz 
about the place, in terms of “Right, well the expectations are high, therefore I’ve got 
to match those expectations” which is especially important when things go wrong. For 
some of these guys, this may be their one opportunity to be promoted and they 
recognise that, and that’s one of the reasons why we built it up like we did. We 
wanted to set those expectations because if you set those things up then people start to 
believe it. 
5.32 Develop a team-regulatory system based on ownership and accountability. 
Team resilience was developed over time by gradually dispersing responsibility from coaches 
to players during pressurised situations. The Captain explained that his role was easy because 
his “job as captain was not a one-man job, it was a collective where there’s not one real 
captain as we have a lot of people who know what to do during challenging situations”. 
Having “so many ‘captains’ on the field” and “so many voices in the team” developed the 
team’s resilience as “the more people you can involve in the leadership of a rugby team that 
are consistent under pressure in their roles, the more likely the team will overcome those 
difficult situations”. Promoting ownership for team functioning developed the team’s 
resilience by being “not at all clouded in our vision of things during challenging situations . . . 
they are so crystal clear on what we are going to do”. Danny explained that giving team 
members more responsibility through defined leadership roles helped the team withstand 
difficult situations as highlighted in the quote below: 
To help us deal with the different types of pressurised moments in a match, we have 
created leadership roles as rugby divides itself up quite nicely into different areas 
[positions] . . . it’s about developing these leaders in key strategic roles and 
encouraging them to communicate with each other . . . because the sum of all those 
parts make up a successful team – if the team feel a little bit of ownership about their 
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own parts of the game, then that can be important when the pressure is on – that can 
be valuable. 
 Another strategy that developed team resilience through enhanced accountability was 
the exchange of honest feedback with each other during setbacks. During the middle of the 
season, it was identified that this needed developing as “we’re not getting the kind of honest 
feedback from the team, they are a bit spongy in their responses, they just soak it up [our 
communications to them]”. Regular team briefings were held to encourage team members to 
share honest feedback and make “collective judgments” following setbacks. As the season 
progressed, one team member who was a former professional player commented that “the 
first ten minutes of a training night [team briefing] is probably the most important because if 
you’ve got a grievance with someone . . . it’s time to be a man and take it on the chin and say, 
look it’s my fault, give me another chance, all I can do is go out there again, and to go out 
and put it right”. Ed explained that encouraging honest feedback protected the team from 
stressors by minimising the chance of players directing blame at each other, because “if a 
blame culture exists, then the resilience levels drop right off”. Instead, promoting the use of 
honest feedback encouraged a collective attitude focused on “let’s all go and do something 
about this.” Team leaders also provided individual feedback to other team members “and will 
say what’s got to happen here . . . so while there is that kind of security around a resilient 
team, there is – it’s not fear – but team members recognise that, “yeah, I have got to be 
accountable here. There is a great deal of accountability”. The importance of developing 
ownership and accountability was reinforced through imagery in the team changing rooms. 
For example, in one part of the changing room, a sign read, “character is defined when you 
think no one’s looking” (quote from J. C. Watts, former American politician and athlete). At 
the halfway stage of the season, the importance of encouraging honest feedback to withstand 
stressors was highlighted in a team meeting and recorded in field notes: 
The atmosphere was subdued following the weekend’s defeat. The Tuesday night 
team briefing was being held as usual in the changing rooms and players were clearly 
not happy, there was an unusual silence rather than the usual buzz. There was a brief 
assessment of the performance led by Will and then towards the end of the team 
briefing, perhaps sensing the atmosphere in the room, Danny [Head Coach] asked the 
team, “do any of you want to add anything in a constructive and controlled way, do 
any of you want to offload?” He allowed a pause. Michael [Captain] eventually said 
plainly, “we have got to get on with it, let’s move on”. Another team member stepped 
in and said sternly, “As the coaches were talking, people are looking at the floor. 
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Look at your teammates in the face, accept it, and move on.” The player next to him 
said, “it was the lack of intensity that killed us before Xmas . . .” Will then 
commented, “this is what we have to cut out and we need to be brutally honest with 
each other, we need to be accountable to each other. I know you are all mates but if 
anyone falls short of the standards expected we have to be honest with each other. I’d 
noticed that team members’ reactions and contributions had increased since the earlier 
part of the season and it was clear that many more players were now communicating 
during these tougher moments.  
 As the season went on, the coaches recognised that “the team was still too reliant on 
input from the sidelines”. The coaches explained that following a difficult period, they 
thought that “the leadership was still a bit passive” and “that the team had got to start to think 
for themselves a little bit more and come up with some answers for themselves”. Danny said 
“it’s about them . . . the more they come up with the answers about what to do when things 
aren’t working, the better decisions they’ll make on the field”. It became noticeable how the 
coaching team were giving team members more responsibility. They allowed more “input” 
during training and were “passing much stronger messages to the team that it was their 
responsibility to step up following their recent setback”. Ed [Assistant Coach] explained that 
“previously, the team were looking to us but what’s the point of having experienced players if 
you don’t give them the chance of gaining experience [of managing challenging situations?]”. 
He added, however, that “if we are going to give players responsibility, then we’ve got to 
make sure that collectively we go back and if things don’t work, we take some of the 
responsibility from it as well”. He explained that “the team had been given some parameters 
to work in, they know the team objectives, they know what their own objectives are and so 
we’ve given them a framework that gives them responsibility”. This evolving shift in 
responsibility from coaches to team members was noted in my fieldnotes in the build-up to 
one match that followed a recent setback: 
The coaches were clearly more conscious of not directing everything. They were 
passing much stronger messages to the team about their responsibilities. This was a 
significant change in approach. Following one pre-match briefing, the coaches said, 
“it’s your game now guys” and suddenly they left the changing room, closed the door, 
and left the final pre-game preparation to the team. This hadn’t happened before and 
took the team and me by surprise! It felt symbolic of the change in approach. I was on 
my own with the team. There was a short silence, players looked at each other. I 
wasn’t sure the players knew what should happen next but gradually, they began to 
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talk to each other, they reminded each other of their responsibilities and roles. The 
coaches had made their point without saying so and the team had obviously got the 
message. 
5.33 Cultivate a team identity and a togetherness based on a selfless culture.  
Throughout the season, the team’s resilience was developed through frequent verbal and 
behavioural expressions of their collective emotional and relational ties to each other. During 
stressors, team members regularly expressed the need to “put your body on the line”, “man 
up”, and to demonstrate their collective “intensity”. The strength of the team’s physical and 
emotional commitment to each other that was developed during stressors was illustrated by 
one team member in the following quote: 
When we’re in the really tough situations, it’s just the fact that it’s like you are a 
family and I know I would do anything for my family if anything was to happen to 
them, and that’s the kind of feeling we have developed in the team. We’d do anything 
we can for each other; we’ll put our heads in where it hurts, because you’re with your 
family, that’s what you do with your mates. 
Another team member commented how “seeing someone in the team put their body  
on the line” in pressure situations “encouraged others to do the same for the team.” The use 
of team rituals further developed the feelings of close emotional attachments including 
reinforcing the importance of wearing “team kit”, performing “the Team Song”, holding a 
regular “squeeze” [i.e., huddles] during training and matches, and ensuring that on occasion 
the first and second team trained together as “One Club”. Team resilience was also developed 
by promoting a “selfless culture” in which the commitment to the team was prioritised as 
shown in the following quote by Will: 
It’s important in difficult situations that we reinforce the importance of our emotional 
attachment. I’ve always said to the players that when you come to the club, you’ve 
got to develop an emotional attachment to the place, to the club, to the supporters, and 
certainly an attachment to the players around you and the coaching staff and that you 
want to win for them as much as for yourself. I think that selfless team members are 
the best ones to have because even if they are not as talented, they’re going to be 
honest in what they do. We want to be able to look over the shoulder and know that 
the person behind is there for you. And that’s a skill. We won’t pick players that don’t 
have that approach because it’s a spanner in the works, it’s a weak link in our chain, 
and we can’t have weak links. 
During the season, the promotion of a selfless team culture to enhance the team’s 
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resilience was evident through references to “The Team” during the various individual 
disappointments players faced. For example, team members were encouraged to volunteer at 
the club’s junior coaching programmes during weekends, “to turn out and do our bit for the 
team, despite the hard times” (e.g., after being dropped from the team). Team members often 
reminded each other that “no individual was bigger than the team”. Team resilience was 
developed during the season by team members sacrificing their own frustrations during 
setbacks and giving their expressions of support for the team as a whole as highlighted in the 
following quote by a team member: 
I got dropped just before I got injured but I was fine with it because I understood that 
he was playing better than me, I had gone off the boil a bit . . . as a result, I got 
dropped, and it gave me a kick up the arse because I wanted my position back . . . but 
I knew why I had been dropped, and I had a phone call and it was explained to me. 
All I wanted was the best for the team, and actually I could see through my personal 
disappointment of being dropped, because I knew it was the best decision for the team 
and I knew what I had signed up for with the team. 
The strong emotional team attachments formed over several seasons enhanced the  
team’s resilience during performance slumps. Team members developed strong ties to each 
other and new team players were encouraged to “buy in” to the team’s philosophy. The 
development of the team’s resilience through a welcoming approach and strong team 
togetherness was illustrated by one team member below: 
Although I’ve said my previous [professional] clubs were great to be around, the bond 
of the players that has been built up over five years and the way the new team 
members have come into the squad and just signed up for it straight away has made a 
difference here. We’re playing for each other, we’re great friends. In clubs, you 
always get the “you don’t want to let your teammates down” thing but we truly are. 
When I got my injury, I got a phone call off everyone in the squad whereas I only 
may have got two or three calls in other [professional] teams I have played in. But this 
was a genuine “hope you’re OK”, “great season so far”, and you don’t get that very 
often. 
The intensity of the team’s infectious strong emotional attachments during stressors  
was also experienced by myself as illustrated in the following field diary extract during half-
time of a match when the team was experiencing a very physically challenging encounter in 
appalling weather conditions which didn’t suit the team’s playing style: 
In the changing room, I looked around at the battered and exhausted players. It was 
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like something out of a war movie with players soaking wet and filthy from the rain 
and mud. Some players were lying injured on the physio couch in pain. I felt a strong 
affinity and attachment to the team at this moment. I felt frustrated being an observer 
on the sideline. The energy and passion in the room was powerful. The players knew 
that more physical collisions and pain were about to come. As I listened, I felt my 
own body rocking and swaying while I looked at the ground and clenched my teeth. I 
was surprised at how emotional I was and looked to the ground so as not to show my 
emotions. I had my own memories of physical encounters in sport at this moment. My 
own breathing felt synchronised with the team. I shared the sense of determination in 
the room. I wished I could have gone out and made the first “hit” for them. 
5.34 Expose the team to challenging training, unexpected and difficult situations. 
The development of team resilience occurred through the creation of a “challenging training” 
environment that exposed the team to pressurised situations. Before the season commenced, 
the team’s resilience was enhanced through early preparation for the forthcoming season’s 
challenges since “the team deliberately chose a tough warm-up campaign of six matches and 
it’s left us really prepared and battle-hardened”. During the season, the team regularly 
exercised simulations of specific challenging situations during training. Team members were 
expected to train under “the same kind of pressure as a match-day” because “if you start 
failing in training, then it will have a negative effect in matches”. I often observed how 
training sessions involved team members prompting each other to display high levels of 
energy and “intensity”. In one training session, Will shouted loudly and sternly, “Show some 
intensity! We train with the same intensity as we put in during a match . . . not one of you 
fuckers said anything.” Team members responded well to this during training and I observed 
immediate increased “noise” [communication]. I also noted that even when warming up, team 
members were reminded to “switch on” as “if it was the same pressure a matchday”. In one 
session, as players jogged around the pitch warming up, Will called out, “training started 
twenty-two minutes ago. Players are dropping the ball and you are saying it’s alright to drop 
the ball. Well it’s not OK to drop the ball”. In another training session, I noted how one of the 
coaches “was asking the defenders to really get in the attacker’s faces [use an aggressive style 
of defense]. He was giving comments forcefully such as “where are you going? You’ve got 
nothing”. It made for uncomfortable watching. Players told each other to “get in their heads”. 
Team members referred to the importance of “practising these types of moments [tough 
situations]”. Team members often described this approach as “challenging training” that got 
players “out of their comfort zone” to practise adjusting to difficult moments as the following 
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quote by Ed illustrates: 
When we’re facing particular challenges, it’s about us letting the players know that 
these types of pressurised situations are going to arise . . . we provide that reminder 
that the reason why we are practising a certain situation is because something hasn’t 
gone to plan but we know we have spoken about it before, and the team learns how to 
get themselves out of it. So, we prepare the players to learn that things aren’t always 
going to go well, but we don’t need to be concerned because there are things we can 
do to turn it around. This is very important, and the team understands why we do it in 
training so when it does happen in a game, it’s important that they can react and 
remember that there’s a system in place. 
 Repetition of specific “chaotic” situations based on previous challenges was regarded 
as vital as “you’ve got to be able to perform under pressure with your eyes shut” and “until 
you all have an exact understanding about what you all have to do”. Replicating pressurised 
situations harnessed team resilience over time so that “nothing was a surprise” since this 
“created a familiarity with the issues they faced”. This was further supported through weekly 
match analysis communications “where we operate a stats system based on analysis of 
matches that are emailed to team members” that “helps to keep people on track” during 
stressors and “an honest look in the mirror”. Following setbacks, “there are a lot of emotions” 
and sometimes “ a lot of anger”; after one setback, Danny commented that “there was a good 
deal of anger about the situation we found ourselves in and anger is not a great emotion to 
work with constructively”. The use of weekly match analysis and feedback was important to 
“take time to reflect and work out what could have gone better or what really did go wrong”. 
One team member described how exposure to setbacks developed the team’s resilience by 
building collective knowledge about how to coordinate their future responses effectively: 
It’s very much a shared mindset thing. We practise playing in pressure situations 
where things go against us. We do a thing called ‘what from where’ [practise of 
surprising, pressurised events] and we spend a lot of time in training doing this 
making sure we’re making the right decisions in the right areas of the pitch to make 
sure we’re all on the same page under pressure. 
Throughout the season, the team frequently reminded each other to “focus on the 
process, not the outcome”. This prompted team members to reset their team’s focus during 
pressurised moments. In one pre-match meeting before a vital pressurised and very physical 
fixture, I noted how the team expressed the importance of “focusing on the process, not the 
outcome” where “calm heads are needed under pressure as they [their opponents] are a nasty 
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team that are likely to use cheap shots [illegal foul play], but “we need all players on the pitch 
at all times”. During a period of the season where the team’s performance had worsened, the 
pressure had, in turn, increased on the team to win all of their remaining games to achieve 
their goal. Following a defeat where the match officials’ decisions were controversial, the 
team was encouraged to reset their team focus by adopting a process approach as the 
following quote from Danny illustrated during one team meeting: 
We have a big challenge ahead of us but we said that we need to just focus on it one 
game at a time. If we win every game we play from now until May then we will be 
there or thereabouts. There is no point worrying about what results other teams are 
getting. Let’s just worry about ours. As was said on Saturday [last defeat], what’s 
happened has happened. There’s no point in dwelling on it. Let’s look forward and 
worry about the things we can make a difference about, the games we have left. There 
are always external factors such as the referee but next time it happens, let’s be in a 
position that we are so far ahead it doesn’t matter. 
5.35 Promoting enjoyment and keeping a positive outlook during stressors. 
Throughout the season, the development of team resilience was facilitated by boosting 
positive feelings during challenging situations. Despite setbacks, team members remained 
enthusiastic and kept a positive outlook during training sessions, before and after matches, 
through email and social media communications, and during social occasions. To illustrate, 
team members and coaches frequently engaged with each other using humour, banter and 
comical rituals to promote enjoyment and team wellbeing during setbacks. The use of 
putdown humour was a constant feature of team culture during setbacks as players and 
coaches used jocularity and wit to sustain a good atmosphere and strengthen their 
“togetherness and tightness”. Team members commented that they “handed out the banter, 
and if you can’t take it, you’re not a big enough boy as we don’t suffer fools gladly”. 
Putdown humour and amusement promoted enjoyment and reminded players “not to take 
themselves or things too seriously”. One player stated that humour was important as “a kind 
of thing to fall back on [following setbacks] because if we take ourselves too seriously, you 
take out the enjoyment factor and if you don’t enjoy it, it makes future performances worse”. 
Team members expressed how players’ positive moods and hope “rubbed off on each other” 
and “players will accept the fact that we’ve had a setback but also focus on the fact that we’re 
still a great team”. The coaching team focused team members’ minds on the importance of 
“getting the fun back into our performances”, “embracing the challenge”, and “playing with a 
smile back on our faces again”. During one major setback, team members ensured that 
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disappointment was discharged through humour and social exchanges as described by Danny 
in the following quote: 
After the defeat, the team made a collective decision on the spur of the moment to go 
and get pissed in a bar . . . actually, it was important the coaches weren’t there 
because they needed a bit of time to themselves, and they needed to release a bit of 
anger themselves I suppose . . . I’m quite happy for that thing to go on because it 
builds team morale after a setback and you know that you are with your mates. Even 
though we play at a fairly high level, you’ve still got to go out there and enjoy 
yourself. If it becomes a chore, then you’re not really doing it justice. 
 At another challenging point in the season, I also noted how team members were 
displaying a positive outlook by relishing the prospect of one of their most difficult away 
fixtures as illustrated in the following diary extract: 
I went into the player area where the team was seated in two lines of chairs with their 
coffees and light food. Players were engaged in general banter. They gave me a round 
of applause for making the long trip and offered me some food. Spirits were good, the 
schedule showed the breakdown of the pre-match routine. This was a big match, their 
biggest away challenge against a physical team and encountering opposing fans 
famous for being hostile but the mood was good, relaxed, focused, enjoying each 
others’ company and clearly enjoying the challenge in prospect. The Head Coach 
reminded them that “ . . . this is their last throw of the dice, we need to be strong 
mentally and physically . . . there will be mistakes today [because of the torrential 
wind and rain] but it’s all about days like this. Love it. Enjoy it”. There was a brief 
silence, a momentary calm focus, and a strong sense of excitement. 
On the team’s last match of the season, there was a showdown between the team and 
the opponents they had suffered their biggest defeat against earlier in the season. Both teams 
needed victory to win the league and gain promotion. The team had won a series of 
consecutive matches since a disappointing defeat several weeks previously. During the 
week’s build-up to the match, there was an emphasis on “staying calm” and treating it as 
“business as usual” where “we will focus on the things that we have been doing for the last 
ten weeks”. In training, the Head Coach said, “there’s no need to be anxious or thinking 
about it too much, let’s just focus on what our task is”. A club record-breaking crowd of four 
thousand spectators attended and public expectations were high. Upon arrival at the club, 
team members seemed distracted by such activity, media, and large numbers of fans. In the 
pre-match briefing, the Club Director said to “enjoy it, we are all proud of you, and what you 
    Chapter Five: Empirical Research: Study Three  
 
108 
 
have done in the last ten weeks”. Ed also said, “you have all done something different today 
but from this moment, just do what you usually do”. The team eventually won and gained 
promotion. The team’s focus on maintaining a positive outlook despite the season’s setbacks 
and to embrace the pressure of their final match was highlighted in the following media 
report after the team’s success: 
Danny [Head Coach] believes the seeds of his side’s success were sowed in the 
dressing room after their last loss in January. That day the team were beaten 19-15  . . 
. but it forged a steely determination amongst the squad to win the rest of their 
fixtures. The [opponents] had led the league for much of the campaign but the team’s 
win saw them leapfrog their opponents on the final day of the season and win 
automatic promotion. Danny said, “We made a collective agreement not to lose 
another game and that’s what happened. We set our stall out very clearly that we 
wanted to win this league. There were a couple of wobbles along the way where we 
thought we might have blown it but it’s league rugby where it’s a long haul.” 
Following the game, players hugged each other and formed a huddle in which they 
chanted. Fans stayed until well after the final whistle to watch the trophy presentation. 
Danny said there were “massive celebrations” long after the game with emotions 
running high. “I’ve never seen the club so busy in all the time I’ve been there,” he 
said. “Some players said the hair on the back of their necks stood up when they ran 
out. They hadn’t experienced anything like that and for some it’s the biggest crowd 
they had ever played in front of. But I think we dealt with the pressure pretty well and 
were determined nothing was going to get in the way.” 
5.4 Discussion 
In Chapters 3 and 4 of this thesis, team resilience was described as an important 
psychosocial process that protects competitive sports teams from the potentially harmful 
effects of stressors. In the present study, a range of ethnographic research methods provided a 
first-hand, sustained insight into team members’ perceptions and shared experiences of how 
their team’s resilience was developed during the course of a season. The results of this study 
showed that team resilience was developed using multiple psychosocial team resilience 
strategies that protected this leading semi-professional rugby union team from the stressors 
they collectively encountered in their pursuit of excellence. Specifically, team resilience was 
developed by: inspiring, motivating, and challenging team members to achieve performance 
excellence; developing a team-regulatory system based on ownership and accountability; 
cultivating a team identity and togetherness based on a selfless culture; exposing the team to 
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challenging training, unexpected, and difficult situations; and, by promoting enjoyment and 
keeping a positive outlook during stressors. Two overarching developmental themes, perhaps, 
emerged from this study and its findings, which are discussed forthwith. 
One main theme to emerge from the data was that the development of team resilience 
occurred through strategies that produced strong coordinative influences in the context of 
team stressors. The results reported in the present study showed that the team’s resilience was 
developed using a range of strategies which helped the team function during stressors 
including: establishing team protocols to operate during pressurised situations; 
communicating high expectations for performance; and encouraging ownership and 
accountability. This suggests that team resilience was developed through multiple 
psychosocial strategies that coordinated the team’s functioning during stressors. This 
resonates with the concept of “coordinating mechanisms” proposed by Salas, Sims, and 
Burke (2005, p. 564) that are associated with successful team outcomes. Specifically, Salas et 
al. (2005) proposed that three coordinating mechanisms positively influence broader aspects 
of teamwork: shared mental models (cf. Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993), closed-loop 
communication (cf. Eccles, 2010), and mutual trust (cf. Webber, 2002). To illustrate, team 
resilience development was facilitated by exposing the team to challenging training and 
difficult situations to enhance the team’s shared mental model of operating during stressors 
(i.e., a common understanding of actions to take). For example, using these approaches, team 
members often stated that they “knew what to do” during stressors “where nothing was a 
surprise”. Furthermore, these strategies helped the team to maintain composure and stick to 
their gameplans during pressure situations. Interestingly, Salas et al. (2005) also stated that, 
“the importance of this coordinating mechanism [shared mental model] increases in teams 
that must perform in stressful conditions” (p. 567). The results suggest that a number of team 
resilience development strategies boosted coordination through enhanced communication 
(e.g., “chat”, “noise”) and enabling the team to be “on the same wavelength” during difficult 
situations. 
Another aspect that conveyed the influence of coordinative factors during stressors 
was how team resilience was developed differently in different situations. Specifically, the 
findings showed that the team’s resilience was developed through multiple team interactions 
and strategies in accordance with different circumstances. To illustrate, during the pre-season, 
team protocols were developed to align team members’ commitment to team goals and 
shared expectations through enhanced team members’ collective sensemaking (cf. DeChurch 
& Mesmer-Magnus, 2010; Weick, 1993). The results also showed that at the mid-point of the 
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season, team resilience was developed by promoting greater ownership and responsibility to 
manage stressors since the coaching team felt that “we’re not getting the kind of honest 
feedback from the team, they are a bit spongy in their responses [to stressors]”. During 
experiences of fatigue later in the season, team resilience techniques emphasised keeping a 
positive outlook and promoting enjoyment during stressors. Furthermore, following a 
particularly difficult setback (e.g., a shock defeat that put promotion at risk), team resilience 
was developed through regular open discussion and analysis to ‘reset the team’s focus’. 
These findings resonate with team resilience research in other areas of psychology. For 
example, West et al., (2009) found that project teams’ resilience only developed following 
prolonged multiple interactive experiences among team members and the findings of this 
study suggest that team resilience is developed through ongoing multiple team-environmental 
interactions (cf. Egeland et al., 1993). 
 The second overarching developmental theme emerging from the findings of the 
present study was the importance of team culture for the development of team resilience. 
Team culture refers to the values, beliefs, standards, and power distribution within the team 
environment (Dew, 1998), and the findings revealed a number of these aspects to be 
important for team resilience development through the formation of constructive shared 
perceptions and behavioural responses during setbacks and stressors. For example, strategies 
to inspire and challenge team members to achieve performance excellence entailed 
motivating the team to generate a “buzz about the place”, set high expectations, align with 
team goals, and create a “culture of confidence without arrogance and complacency”. 
Moreover, “getting the right people” and regularly reinforcing their collectively agreed “high 
standards” developed shared expectations of a “professional environment”. These strategies 
were based on the mobilisation of psychosocial resources during stressors to enhance the 
team’s relationships, which in turn, developed the team’s resilience. Furthermore, the results 
showed that the team’s strong identity (see e.g., Hogg et al., 2004; Turner, 1991) developed 
the team’s resilience by cultivating deep emotional attachments and maintaining a “selfless 
culture” both on and off the field of play. This was a critical relational mechanism that 
protected the team from the potentially derailing effects of stressors (e.g., prioritising the 
team’s success over individual disappointment when injured or not being selected). One 
explanation for the importance of culture for team resilience development is its influence on 
creating a high performing environment through constructive shared team member 
perceptions and actions during challenging situations (cf. Cruickshank & Collins, 2012; 
Driskell et al., 1999). To illustrate, the findings showed that the team’s resilience was 
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developed through strategies that gave ownership to team members during stressors. This 
echoes Cruickshank and Collins’ (2012) suggestion that, “for the successful optimisation of 
culture, practitioners must therefore select, deploy, and monitor strategies and mechanisms by 
which this flow of power can be effectively regulated to keep all players and staff satisfied, 
motivated, and united” (p. 342).  
The findings of this study can also be explained by the importance of fostering a 
culture of mutual trust. For example, team resilience research in other areas of psychology 
has pointed to the importance of cultivating constructive, trusting relationships and positive 
communications during stressors (Alliger et al., 2015; Amaral et al., 2015; Carmeli et al., 
2013; Stephens et al., 2013). High quality relationships are more likely to harness 
psychological safety in teams (cf. Edmonson, 1999) that enhances team resilience through a 
culture of open communication and learning during adversity. Salas et al. (2005) argued that 
without a culture of mutual trust in teams, team members are more likely to interpret difficult 
interpersonal episodes as “intentionally damaging acts against the individual or team” (p. 
569). In the present study, the results showed how team resilience was developed through 
regular open discussion about errors, to “take it [criticism] on the chin” for the good of the 
team. This resonates with the findings of Driskell et al. (1999) that described how a collective 
orientation during stressors enhances team performance while a narrowing of team 
perspective (i.e., a more self-focused perspective) impairs performance.  
 Finally, another main finding was that although the team placed much emphasis on 
being accountable during stressors, a team culture existed that also promoted enjoyment and a 
positive outlook. Positive emotions such as optimism and joy have been associated with 
resilience at the individual level (Tugade & Fredrickson, 2004) and more recently at the team 
level (Meneghel et al., 2016). In the present study, team resilience was developed by “playing 
with a smile on our face”, and “keeping the fun factor”. Recently, Meneghel et al. (2016) 
suggested that the promotion of collective positive emotions (e.g., showing enthusiasm 
despite setbacks) develops team resilience through affective sharing mechanisms such as 
emotional contagion (see e.g., Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992), which in turn, broadens 
team members’ thinking and promotes a solution-focused collective mindset during 
adversity. Extending this explanation further, the findings suggested that team resilience 
might be developed through the psychological phenomenon of group-based appraisals and 
their influence on collective emotions (cf. Kuppens & Yzerbyt, 2012; Kuppens, Yzerbyt, 
Dandache, Fischer, & van der Shalk, 2013). Specifically, Kuppens and Yzerbyt (2012) 
argued that when there is a strong team identity, “people start seeing their social environment 
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through some sort of group lens” (p. 21), and this can give rise to group-based appraisals and 
group emotions. In this study, the team’s “togetherness” reinforced their determination to 
“embrace the challenge” during stressors and maintain a positive outlook which “rubbed off 
on each other”. Overall, therefore, the results of this study suggested that a team culture that 
cultivates strong relationships and enjoyment at the group level is essential for the 
development of team resilience. Indeed, the U.S. military emphasised the significance of the 
relationship between culture and resilience proposing that, “like our physical fitness program, 
I believe that psychological resilience development can become not just something we in the 
Army “do,” but rather a critical component of our culture that will be integrated . . . to 
develop better soldiers” (Casey, 2011, p. 2). 
5.41 Strengths and limitations. A particular strength of this study was the use of 
ethnographic inquiry to investigate first-hand how team resilience was developed over time 
through ongoing, shared interactions. Moreover, given the importance of the temporal and 
relational aspects of team resilience reported in Study 1 and 2, an ethnographic approach 
enabled the study of psychosocial phenomena in a naturally occurring context during a 
prolonged period of time (i.e., one rugby union season). Such extensive access to a team 
provided a rich insight to understand how team resilience was developed differently in 
different situations through multiple team interactions. Indeed, a significant strength of the 
study was that the research activity (e.g., observations) involved full access to the team each 
week during the season (i.e., team members trained/competed three times per week) and I 
was present as much as the participants themselves. An ethnographic approach also 
facilitated the portrayal of team resilience development from an emic perspective (Emerson et 
al., 2007; Fetterman, 2010) that yielded thick description through thick participation. 
Specifically, it was possible to attain the level of “immersion and concrete detail . . . 
necessary to ascertain tacit knowledge . . .” (Tracy, 2010, p. 843). This provided a deep 
contextual understanding about team members’ meanings and assumptions that informed the 
interpretation of how team resilience was developed. 
Another strength of this study was the appropriateness of the team sport and the 
sample team for a study of team resilience development. Rugby union is a dynamic, 
interactive collision sport involving strategic, tactical, and coordinative actions between a 
large number of team members, making this sport appropriate for a study of team resilience. 
Furthermore, this study extended the findings of Study 2 by further exploring team resilience 
development within the same sport (i.e., rugby union), albeit at a different competitive level. 
Interestingly, the findings of the present study showed that regardless of the different skill 
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level (i.e., elite versus semi-professional), there was much similarity between the protective 
processes identified in Study 2 and the development strategies reported in this study; 
notwithstanding this, the findings of the present study perhaps also pointed to some different 
emphases between competitive levels for team resilience development (e.g., building 
complementary coaching strengths and roles). 
Finally, a strength of this study was the use of ethnographic research methods to 
capture team resilience development across multiple time points in a season. This provided an 
important contribution to team resilience research both in general and sport psychology 
research since to date, no other study has investigated team resilience during such a 
prolonged period. The ability to assess team resilience development over such an extended 
period ensured there was sufficient time to fully capture team members’ interactive 
experiences on multiple occasions to avoid a mere snapshot of team resilience (cf. Galli & 
Gonzalez, 2015; West et al., 2009). Indeed, Salas et al. (2005) argued that team-level 
investigations should involve team processes during “a variety of conditions and situations” 
(p. 587), which is a current limitation of team level research. Therefore, the present study 
provides a valuable contribution to the team resilience literature based not only on the length 
of the investigation but the variety of situations and episodes encountered. 
Despite these strengths, it should be acknowledged that ethnography typically 
involves smaller sample sizes due to the complexity and time investment during such 
research which limits generalisability. Notwithstanding this limitation, it is important to note 
that the use of judgemental sampling (Fetterman, 2010) and the further systematic scientific 
exploration of team resilience in the sport of rugby union extended our understanding of this 
important psychosocial construct which may increase the transferability of the findings to 
team sport contexts (cf. Tracy, 2010). It is also be acknowledged that although the present 
study was conducted over a prolonged timescale (i.e., one season), team resilience 
development may occur throughout the cycle of a team’s existence across several seasons. 
5.42 Future research. There are a number of promising avenues for future research 
arising from the present study. Firstly, the ethnographic approach utilised in this study 
provided a strong foundation for future team resilience research focused on conducting pre-
intervention evaluations and applied work (cf. Schensul, Schensul, & LeCompte, 2013). 
Based on the findings of this study, future research should design team resilience 
interventions using pre/post intervention quantitative analyses (see e.g., Bennett et al., 2010; 
Petree, Broome, & Bennett, 2012). To illustrate, team resilience interventions should employ 
multiple team resilience development strategies to enhance the protective characteristics and 
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processes described in this thesis. To date, no team resilience interventions have been 
conducted in sport psychology and this represents an interesting opportunity for researchers. 
Furthermore, the use of action-research designs (cf. Berg & Lune, 2014) provide team 
resilience researchers with the opportunity to engage participants in action and reflection to 
capture the dynamic and temporal aspects of team resilience development during 
interventions. 
Secondly, since team resilience is a dynamic, temporal team process, future 
longitudinal research conducted over the cycle of a team’s existence would further enhance 
our understanding of how team resilience is developed and whether it is more effective at one 
time point in a team’s history than another (cf. Southwick et al., 2014). This points to the 
value of conducting team resilience research over numerous time points. Moreover, Galli and 
Gonzalez (2015) argued that, “if the goal is to truly understand resilience as a process that 
unfolds across time, “one-shot” . . . studies of sport resilience will necessarily lack depth 
compared to studies . . . at multiple time points (p. 252). Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, and Gilson 
(2008) recommended that researchers embrace the complexity of conducting team 
investigations and proposed both quantitative and qualitative approaches which are sensitive 
to time including the use of diaries, time-sampling, and analysis of archives. To fully capture 
the temporal and unfolding nature of team resilience, future research might apply the notion 
of resilience trajectories (Bonanno & Diminich, 2013). Specifically, Bonanno and Diminich 
(2013) distinguished between minimal-impact resilience (i.e., little impact on resilience 
following isolated stressors) and emergent resilience (i.e., longer term positive adaption 
during chronic stressors). Such a framework might assist future researchers wishing to 
capture the varying effects of different forms of stressors when developing team resilience. 
Thirdly, future research should explore the relationship between team culture and 
team resilience. For example, the role of strategies to inspire, motivate, and challenge team 
members to achieve performance excellence could be examined using quantitative and 
qualitative approaches. These strategies resonate with findings in Study 2 of this thesis where 
transformational leadership was identified an important team resilience process. Indeed, 
recent research suggests that transformational leadership helps to create a proactive and 
resilient culture in organisations (Rodríguez-Sánchez & Perea, 2015). Moreover, this also 
resonates with the role of coaches’ use of character-building efficacy (cf. Hodge et al., 2014). 
Therefore, observation studies could be conducted to assess coaches’ strategies when 
influencing team members’ behaviour during stressors. Quantitative methods could be 
employed to assess team members’ perceptions of the extent to which they subscribe to their 
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team’s values and norms during adversity to better understand the impact of different team 
resilience processes. Finally, case studies might be employed to explore the relationship 
between team resilience and culture (cf. Vargo & Seville, 2011). For example, case studies of 
the cultural aspects of high performing, resilient teams would provide rich insights into the 
factors that influence the development of a wider resilient culture in teams. 
5.43 Practical implications. The findings of this study provide sport psychologists, 
coaches, and those working in support roles in teams with multiple strategies to develop team 
resilience. Before designing interventions, sport psychologists should ensure that sufficient 
time is spent with ‘gatekeepers’ (e.g., Head Coach, influential team members) to build an 
understanding of a team’s strengths to acquire the contextual intelligence and relationships 
required to develop effective interventions (cf. Brown et al., 2005). For example, spending 
time observing a team during different stressors and noting collective strengths and 
weaknesses would provide a stronger platform for interventions. Practitioners should also 
develop knowledge of a team’s culture (Cruickshank & Collins, 2012), its history, 
achievements, and background prior to interventions. Furthermore, Head Coaches should 
reflect on the respective strengths and roles of the coaching team and plan how best to utilise 
these during the season during setbacks. 
When developing team resilience, practitioners should draw on the psychosocial 
strategies described in this study. To illustrate, inspiring team members to achieve 
performance excellence through alignment with team goals could be built during a team’s 
pre-season by collectively agreeing team protocols. These should include practices that 
outline how team members should positively adapt in different types of challenging 
situations. For example, team members should agree how to adjust when losing key players, 
how to communicate when losing (and winning) during a match, and how to individually and 
collectively respond when confronted with poor officiating. During stressors, these protocols 
should be reinforced and further developed (and ideally team-led) so that team members are 
encouraged to see “the bigger picture” of their overall team development. Coaches should 
reflect on the extent to which they lead by example during setbacks and express confidence in 
the team so that team members retain perspective in difficult moments. 
During a team’s development, individuals should be given opportunities to take 
responsibility and increased ownership over the challenging situations they encounter. 
Coaches should develop a resilient team culture whereby team members are encouraged to be 
accountable and supportive to each other during stressors. Creation of leadership roles and 
groups will promote accountability and encourage wider sharing of knowledge to respond 
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effectively during adversity. To ensure that team members are “on the same page” during 
stressors, teams should be regularly exposed to “challenging training” and rehearse 
pressurised situations. Use of “what-ifs” and debriefs to discuss the benefits of new 
knowledge of setbacks can enhance the development of team resilience through increased 
learning and coordination (Alliger et al., 2015; Edson, 2012). 
The findings of this study showed that cultivating a strong team identity and a selfless 
culture was important for team resilience development. This could be achieved through 
frequent displays of the team’s physical and emotional commitment during stressors (e.g., 
noticeboards, social media, video). Celebrating a team’s ‘moments of resilience’ will boost 
connectivity and team bonds during setbacks. Those working with teams should recognise the 
importance of time to develop a resilient team culture. For example, while it is possible to 
achieve ‘quick wins’ through the establishment of team protocols and a sense of belonging, 
sufficient effort must be focused on cultivating constructive relationships, a climate of 
psychological safety (cf. Edmonson, 1999) and support throughout the team during stressors. 
Furthermore, coaches and sport psychologists should recognise the benefits of adopting team 
resilience strategies which are strengths-based in approach and promote a focus on the assets, 
achievements, and successes of teams rather than on its deficits (cf. Dixon, Lee, & Ghaye, 
2016). Coaches should also ensure that they promote enjoyment and consider strategies for 
team members to keep a positive outlook during setbacks. For example, coaches could ensure 
that players have adequate opportunities to give players rest at suitable points in the season, 
consider timings of social occasions, and monitor body language during stressors.  
Finally, although this study has shown support for the use of similar team resilience 
development techniques between elite and highly competitive semi-professional teams, the 
emphasis of these strategies might be different. Moreover, the intensity of stressors is also 
likely to be quite different (e.g., winning a world cup versus a national league). However, it is 
also likely that team resilience interventions will be very similar in approach across 
competitive levels but the development, focus, and sophistication of implementing these 
strategies may differ. To illustrate, when discussing anti-choking strategies for the 2011 New 
Zealand Rugby Union world champions, Hodge and Smith (2014) stated that: 
The usefulness of these  . . . recommendations will likely vary depending on the . . . 
competitive level of the team. An important caveat to keep in mind is that these . . . 
strategies were designed for a group of full time professional elite athletes . . . clearly 
limited resources for amateur teams and limited training time would likely constrain 
the practicality of implementing all of these recommended coaching strategies (p. 
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387).  
Hence, a team resilience intervention might utilise a staged approach by focusing on 
one or two strategies at a time. However, interestingly, it should be noted that the findings of 
the present study reported how this team’s resilience was developed by creating a 
‘professional environment’ within a semi-professional setting. Furthermore, for those leading 
semi-professional teams, it is vital that enjoyment for both the coach and their team is 
prioritised to ensure an effective work-sport balance (Woodward, 2004).  
5.44 Concluding remarks. This study has highlighted how team resilience was 
developed within the context of a top semi-professional rugby union team. A season-long 
ethnography revealed a number of development strategies: inspire, motivate, and challenge 
team members to achieve performance excellence; develop a team-regulatory system based 
on ownership and accountability; cultivate a team identity and togetherness based on a 
selfless culture; expose the team to challenging training, expected and difficult situations; and 
promote enjoyment and a positive outlook during stressors. The findings described how team 
resilience was developed through numerous psychosocial strategies that utilised adaptive 
coordinative team resources over the season in accordance with stressors. Furthermore, 
building a team culture founded on a strong team identity and quality relationships sustained 
the development of team resilience. Developing resilience at the team level is a vital part of a 
team’s development (Hodge & Smith, 2014). Indeed, according to 2011 All Black World-
Cup winning Head Coach, Graham Henry (2014), “going through difficult times should 
galvanise you to look at your own and your team’s performance, analyse it and see how you 
can do better next time. There may be factors out of your control, but you want to get better 
at doing what’s under your control” (para. 11). It is hoped that the present study offers a 
framework for the development of team resilience by spurring teams and their leaders to 
embrace the challenging situations that they will encounter in pursuit of team success. 
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Chapter Six: Empirical Research:  
Study Four  
 
In Chapter five, I described the findings of a season-long ethnography to investigate 
how team resilience can be developed during the course of a season. Drawing on the 
psychosocial processes identified in Study 2, a number of team resilience development 
strategies were reported which explained how a team mobilised its combined resources to 
withstand stressors over time. Taking together the findings of Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3, 
the aim of Chapter six is to discuss the first team resilience intervention in competitive sport. 
Specifically, a pre/post quasi-experimental design is employed to quantitatively assess 
between-group differences following the team resilience intervention. A number of theory-
driven practical team resilience strategies are described during this chapter and it is hoped 
that the findings of this study provide researchers and practitioners with a strong research-to-
practice approach when implementing group-level interventions in the context of stressors 
and adversity. 
 
# Together Stronger: A Season-Long Intervention in Rugby Union to 
Develop Team Resilience 
 
The [New Zealand] All Blacks . . . must deliver their A game. When we do that, there 
isn’t a team on the planet that can live with the All Blacks . . . this team are capable of 
producing that kind of performance because of their experience and the number of 
times they have overcome adversity. They are at their very best when under intense 
pressure (Marshall, 2015, para. 7). 
 
6.1 Introduction 
The New Zealand rugby union team didn’t win a World Cup between the inaugural 
1987 tournament until 2011 despite being the world’s top ranked team for 80% of the time 
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since international rankings were established in 2003 (New Zealand RFU, 2015). This team’s 
2011 Rugby World Cup victory was largely attributed to its ability to withstand the stressors 
that they encountered such as high public expectation in their country’s national sport (Hodge 
& Smith, 2014). In team sport, stressors present some unique challenges for participants such 
as the phenomenon of ‘collective collapse’ (Apitzsch, 2006) in which teams experience 
sudden, unexpected breakdowns in performance. The ability of coaches, sport psychologists, 
and teams to manage the pressurised environments they operate in and develop their team’s 
resilience is critical for optimal sports performance. Furthermore, the findings of this thesis 
suggest that harnessing the psychosocial resources that exist in teams is essential to protect 
them from the potentially harmful effects of stressors. Therefore, the development of team 
resilience through effective psychosocial interventions presents a particularly fruitful and 
purposeful area for sport psychology researchers and practitioners. 
 Despite the advancements in team resilience research in sport psychology reported in 
this thesis, no scientific interventions have been conducted to date. This is somewhat 
surprising given that psychosocial interventions in sport psychology have reported substantial 
effects on performance (Brown & Fletcher, 2016). Moreover, while the importance of team 
resilience and its underlying mechanisms have also been examined in other areas of 
psychology (see e.g., Blatt, 2009; Carmeli et al., 2013; Stephens et al., 2013; Stevens et al., 
2015; West et al., 2009), only two intervention studies have been attempted. In the area of 
occupational health psychology, Bennett et al., (2010) conducted a resilience training 
programme for young restaurant employees. The team resilience intervention consisted of 
nine modules completed over three days (i.e., Section 1: Relevance to participants and 
introduction to resilience); Section 2: Goal setting and individual focus of resilience 
development (e.g., compassion, confidence); Section 3: Communication, peer referral 
training). Findings revealed increases in awareness of stressors and reported perceived 
benefits of the intervention (e.g., increases in help-seeking intentions). In another 
intervention, Petree et al. (2012) employed a cluster-randomised trial designed to protect 
restaurant workers from stressors. Employees were randomly assigned to intervention and 
control groups and pre, mid (6 month), and post-intervention (12 month) measures were 
obtained. The intervention consisted of a three-day workshop (2 hours per day) with 60 
minute supplementary sessions provided after six months. Results revealed significant 
decreases in individual levels of perceived stressors in the intervention group over the 12-
month period when compared with the control group. However, since measures assessed 
individual perceptions of their own levels of perceived stressors, it is possible that the 
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intervention studies conducted by Bennett et al. (2010) and Petree et al. (2012) may not have 
captured the unique interactive, relational nature of teams, and group-level measures are 
more appropriate for team-level interventions. While team resilience was the focus of these 
studies, there is a need to clearly conceptualise this as a group-level concept when designing 
interventions (Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000). To illustrate, Spangler, Koesten, Fox, and Radel 
(2012) highlighted the role of communicating values, ethics, missions, and developing strong 
relationships to build group-level resilience. Interestingly, Spangler et al. (2012) also stated 
that psychologists’ clinical training tends to focus on individual-level interventions 
highlighting the need for greater focus on the specific challenges groups face when 
developing resilience in teams.  
In Chapters three, four and five, it was proposed that the findings reported in this 
thesis could facilitate the design of team-based resilience interventions for athletes and 
coaches operating in competitive sport. Furthermore, recent research employing meta-
analysis has indicated that psychosocial interventions have reported significant positive 
effects on sport performance (Brown & Fletcher, 2016). Therefore, given the current paucity 
of team resilience interventions, together with the importance of achieving conceptual and 
contextual relevance when conducting resilience research (Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000), the 
purpose of this study was to conduct a team resilience intervention to quantitatively assess 
pre/post between-group differences in intervention exposure. Overall, it was hypothesised 
that a team’s (intervention group) exposure to an intervention would show significant 
increases in pre/post measures of team resilience characteristics and processes compared with 
a team that received no intervention (comparison group). Specifically, the following 
hypotheses were proposed: 
Following intervention exposure: 
1. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for transformational leadership in the 
intervention group.  
2. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for social identity in the intervention 
group. 
3. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for collective efficacy in the intervention 
group. 
4. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
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as a result of increases in the change scores for perceived relationship quality in the 
intervention group. 
5. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for perceived motivational climate in the 
intervention group. 
6. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for shared leadership in the intervention 
group. 
7. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for positive emotions in the intervention 
group. 
8. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for team learning in the intervention 
group. 
9. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for team attributions (stability and team 
control) in the intervention group. 
6.2 Method 
6.21 Research design. A pre-/post quasi-experimental approach was employed to 
quantitatively assess between-group differences in intervention exposure (i.e., by establishing 
an ‘intervention’ and a ‘comparison group’). 
6.22 Participants. Two adult rugby union teams were purposively selected (Gliner, 
Morgan, & Leech, 2009) based on their fit with the study aims and meeting the following 
inclusion criteria (Daniel, 2012): for a study of team resilience, purposive sampling required 
selecting a comparison group based with experiences of positively adapting to adversity over 
time, while intervention group selection involved a team failing to positively adapt to 
adversity over recent seasons. Sampling was also informed by the detailed knowledge of the 
comparison group during the previous season (2012/13). I also had connections with several 
members of the intervention group and the Head Coach had expressed an interest in 
developing their team functioning. 
6.221 Intervention group. This team was based in the southeast of England and 
competed in Southern Counties West North Division of English rugby union during the 
2013/14 season when the intervention was conducted. The club had competed consistently at 
level 5 and 6 of the English Rugby Football Union league structure with a number of players 
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achieving national representative honors (e.g., England schools). During the previous season, 
the team had finished in last place recording 22 losses out of 26 matches in the South West 1 
East Division and was subsequently relegated. The Head Coach was removed due to the 
team’s poor performance record, low team morale, lack of training attendance, and some 
team members transferred to other clubs. The intervention group consisted of twenty-eight 
team members who ranged in age between 18 and 38 (M = 26.7, SD = 5.1) with an average of 
4.9 years playing experience in the team. Twenty-one team members were English with one 
member each from Finland, New Zealand, Australia, South Africa, Canada, Ireland, and 
Tonga.  
6.222 Comparison group. This team competed in the English National League One 
division during the 2013/14 season and is one of the leading semi-professional teams in 
England. This is the third level of national rugby union in England. In the previous season, 
the team won the National League Division Two South division despite encountering a 
number of stressors (e.g., performance slumps, injuries to key players, high public 
expectations of promotion) and was promoted. The comparison group consisted of twenty-
five participants who ranged in age between 21 and 33 years (M = 26.4, SD = 3.6) with an 
average of 3.4 years playing experience in the team. Twenty-three team members were 
English, one Welsh and one Australian. Two team members had previously competed at a 
professional level in England and Wales. The participants in this condition did not receive 
any intervention training. 
6.23 Data collection.
1
 Questionnaires were used to assess any pre-/post-intervention 
effects (see Appendix 6). Nine self-report questionnaires were selected based upon their 
conceptual appropriateness as measures of the resilient characteristics and psychosocial 
processes identified in Chapter three and four. Moreover, the measures were identified as 
being most relevant to address the research question to assess pre-/post-intervention 
comparisons between groups. 
6.231 Questionnaires/measures.  
Differentiated Transformational Leadership Inventory (DTLI). To determine team 
members’ perceptions of transformational leadership behaviours, an adapted version of 
Hardy et al.’s (2010) inventory was administered. The sport-specific version of the DTLI 
                                                        
1
 There is currently no valid and reliable existing measure of team resilience in psychology research. It was 
explained in Chapter 2 that team resilience has not been measured using a team-level conceptualisation; rather, 
researchers have utilised individual measures or items (see e.g., Blatt, 2009; West et al., 2009). For the purpose 
of the present study, questionnaires were selected on the basis of being team-level proxy measures of the 
protective characteristics and processes for team resilience as described in this thesis.  
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developed by Callow et al. (2009) was employed using the stem, “My Head Coach . . .” Six 
transformational behaviours were assessed: individual consideration, inspirational motivation; 
intellectual stimulation; fostering acceptance of group goals; high performance expectations; 
appropriate role modelling; and contingent reward. The 27-item inventory, measured on a 
five-point Likert scale anchored by 1 (not at all) to 5 (all of the time), was used. DTLI scores 
range from 27 to 135. Internal reliability scores for all subscales are above 0.7 except for 
individual consideration, which reports a score of 0.66 (Callow et al., 2009). This particular 
questionnaire was selected for the present study since it measures one of the five team 
resilience processes identified in Study 2 (i.e., transformational leadership). Moreover, its 
inclusion was due to the specificity to the sports context and researchers also report higher 
predictive validity than the use of global measures (cf. Callow et al., 2009). 
Three Factor Model of Social Identity (SIQ). This measure was selected because it 
assesses one of the five team resilience processes identified in Study 2 (i.e., social identity) 
and comprises a multidimensional conceptualisation of social identity. Furthermore, 
compared with other measures (e.g., see Jackson, 2002), the Three Factor Model has been 
scientifically tested across a range of social groups (Cameron, Duck, Terry, & Lalonde, 
2005). Cameron’s (2004) 12-item measure was used to determine team members’ 
perceptions of their team identity. Three components of social identity assessed in this 
inventory are: (1) cognitive centrality; (2) ingroup affect; and (3) ingroup ties. Responses 
range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) with higher scores indicating higher 
identification. SIQ scores range from 12 to 84. Acceptable internal consistency scores of 
between 0.62 and 0.84 have been reported for all three scales (Cameron, 2004).  
Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS). The CEQS (Short, Sullivan, & 
Feltz, 2005) is a 20-item group-level measure of a team’s shared belief in its ability to 
perform a task. This measure was selected since collective efficacy was identified as a 
resilient characteristic of competitive sports teams in Study 1. The CEQS was also selected 
because of its specificity to sports teams and it is recognised as a robust measure of collective 
efficacy (Bruton, Mellalieu, & Shearer, 2014). The scale consists of five factors: ability, 
effort, preparation, persistence, and unity (e.g., maintain effective communication). 
Responses are assessed using a 10-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (not at all confident) to 
10 (extremely confident). Possible CEQS scores range from 0 to 200. Reliability coefficients 
range from 0.87 to 0.96 (Short et al., 2005).  
Perceived Relationship Quality Components (PRQC). The PROC (Fletcher, Simpson, 
& Thomas, 2000) is an 18-item scale assessing six components of close-relationship using a 
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7-item Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). This scale was selected as an 
appropriate measure of social capital which was identified in Study 1 as a resilient 
characteristic of sport teams. This measure was preferred compared with other possible scales 
(e.g., Carron et al.’s (1985) Group Environment Questionnaire) as it assesses the quality of 
relationships which was central to the social capital subthemes identified in Study 1. The 
items were reworded to better reflect the team focus of relationships in this study (e.g., “How 
satisfied are you with your relationships within the team?”). The inventory items measure 
satisfaction, commitment, intimacy, and trust. Two scales were not used in the present study 
because they were unrelated to the research question (i.e., love and passion). Thus, the 
adapted questionnaire consisted of 12 items with higher scores indicating a greater perceived 
relationship quality. Possible PRQC scores ranged from 12 to 84. Acceptable internal 
reliability (0.88) has been reported for the PRQC (Fletcher et al., 2000). 
Perceived Motivational Climate in Sport Questionnaire-2 (PMCSQ-2). This scale was 
selected in the present study as an appropriate measure of the resilient characteristic of 
mastery approaches identified in Study 1. The PMCSQ-2 was also selected since it is the 
most widely used measure of athletes’ perceptions of goal perspectives in sport psychology in 
a variety of team sports (Reinboth & Duda, 2005). The PMCSQ-2 (Newton, Duda, & Yin, 
2000) is a 33-item measure of athletes’ perceptions of the prominent motivational climate 
goal structures created by coaches. It consists of two higher-order scales (Task-Involving and 
Ego-Involving climates), each with three subscales (e.g., Task involving: Cooperative 
Learning, Effort/Improvement, Important Role). For the purpose of the present study, an 
adapted 17-item questionnaire was used which only included the task-involving climate 
items. These items were assessed using a 5-point Likert Scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Possible scores on the PMCSQ-2 range from 17 to 85. 
Internal consistency for task-involving subscales are 0.88 (Newton et al., 2000). 
Team Environment Questionnaire (TEQ). The TEQ (Carson et al., 2007) is a 10-item 
measure of a team’s internal environment for shared leadership. This measure was selected as 
an appropriate measure of shared leadership which was identified as a team resilience process 
in Study 2. Furthermore, this measure was selected for practicality of data collection since it 
is shorter than alternative measures (e.g., Pearce & Sims, 2002); and it has also been 
recognised as addressing the complexities of shared leadership compared with other measures 
(cf. D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, & Kukenberger, 2016). Team members rated their internal 
environment ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) through three separate 
subscales: shared purpose, social support, and voice (e.g., “Team members have a real say in 
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how this team carries out its work”). All three subscales have good reported internal 
consistency scores (above 0.70). Possible scores for the TEQ range from 10 to 50. 
Team Learning Questionnaire (TLQ). This questionnaire was selected for use in the 
present study since it is a multidimensional scale which captures the complexity of team 
learning in contrast with other scales that are more unidimensional in nature (e.g., 
Edmondson, 1999). Team learning was identified as a team resilience process in Study 2 and 
the components of the TLQ resonated with the findings of this study (e.g., ongoing approach 
to improvement). Team learning refers to increases in the team’s collective level of 
knowledge achieved through the shared experiences of team members (Ellis et al., 2003). The 
TLQ (Bresó, Gracia, Latorre, & Peiró, 2008) is a 17-item inventory measuring four aspects of 
team learning: continued improvement seeking; dialogue promotion and open 
communication; collaborative learning; and, strategic and proactive leadership that promote 
learning. Reponses are assessed using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Bresó et al., (2008) reported that all scales have acceptable 
scores for internal consistency (above 0.69). Possible scores for the TLQ range from 17 to 85. 
Sport Emotions Questionnaire (SEQ). The SEQ (Jones, Lane, Bray, Uphill, & Catlin, 
2005) is a 22-item measure and was utilised in the present study to assess positive emotions 
which was identified as a team resilience process in Study 2. This measure was preferred to 
possible alternatives (e.g., Positive & Negative Affect Schedule; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 
1988) since it is a scale specifically designed to measure pre-competitive emotions in a sport 
setting with good reported validity and reliability. The SEQ also provides greater emphasis 
on positive emotions than other measures (Jones et al., 2005). Participants completed the 
questionnaire 90 minutes prior to competition. The questionnaire consists of a five-factor 
model of sport emotions assessing levels of anger, anxiety, dejection, happiness, and 
excitement. Responses were assessed using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (not at all) 
to 4 (extremely). The analysis of changes for both positive and negative emotion subscales 
was included in the data analysis. The SEQ factors have good reported internal consistency 
scores of above 0.81 (Jones et al., 2005). 
Causal Dimension Scale-T (CDS-T). The CDS-T (Greenlees, Lane, Thelwell, Holder, 
& Hobson, 2005) is a 16-item measure of team-referent attributions in sport. Team-referent 
attributions can impact the motivated behaviour of team members by influencing 
expectancies of success and levels of effort (Greenlees et al., 2005). In the context of team 
stressors, this scale provides important information about team members’ perceptions about 
the causes of setbacks. This particular measure was used in the present study as it is the most 
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widely used scale in a sports team context that captures group-orientated attributions (Martin 
& Carron, 2012). The items reflect four attribution dimensions: locus of causality, stability, 
team control, and external control. Ratings are made on a 9-point scale with higher values 
attached to attributions that are more internal, stable, team-controllable, and externally 
controllable. Researchers have recently proposed giving less attention to locus of causality 
attributions (Allen, Coffee, & Greenlees, 2012) and in the present study, pre/post change 
scores were included in the analysis for combined team control and stability subscale scores 
and also change scores for external control. 
Questionnaires were completed at each team’s training base. Pre-intervention 
questionnaires were collected before the first game of the season. Post-intervention 
questionnaires were completed prior to the penultimate match of the season. The DTLI, 
Three Factor Model of Social Identity, CEQS, PRCQ, PMCSQ-2, TEQ and the TLQ were 
completed on a Thursday evening before training. The SEQ was completed 90 minutes 
before the team’s next competitive match (a Saturday) and the CDS-T was completed on the 
following Tuesday before training to reflect on team members’ perceived causes of the result 
of their previous match. 
6.24 Procedures. Following two briefing meetings with the Head Coach of the 
intervention group, an interest was expressed in participating in the study. In the first meeting 
with the Head Coach, I presented an overview of the proposed intervention explaining the 
concept of team resilience, and the potential benefits for the team’s involvement. In the 
second meeting, the logistics and timescales were agreed with the Head Coach and Assistant 
Coach. Both coaches provided their support and offered full access to team members in 
accordance with the intervention requirements (e.g., training, match day, travel to away 
fixtures). I also invited the coaches to provide their own ideas and input during the 
intervention. For the comparison group, I gained agreement with the Head Coach for pre-
/post data collection. Following ethical approval informed consent was obtained from the 
Head Coach and players of the intervention group prior to the commencement of the study. 
The comparison group was not identified or explained to the intervention group team 
participants. Comparison group team participants were briefed on the requirement to 
complete pre-/post-season questionnaires and they were not provided with any information 
about the intervention. 
6.241 Team resilience intervention. Hoffmann et al. (2014) argued that interventions 
are important for research, yet the descriptions of interventions in published research are 
limited. In accordance with Hoffmann et al’s (2014) recommendations, the following section 
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attempts to provide a full description of the team resilience intervention. The intervention 
was delivered over eight months (September to April) during the 2013/14 rugby union season 
and its purpose was to deliver a team resilience program to enhance the team’s collective 
ability to positively adapt to stressors. Initially, I was invited by the Head Coach to brief the 
coaches and team about the purpose of the program. Thereafter, intensive time was spent 
with the team each week and during match fixtures. This was not only important for the 
intervention but also to develop the “contextual intelligence” (Brown et al., 2005, p. 51) 
necessary for team member engagement. I displayed commitment to the team through 
attendance at training sessions in all weather, by ‘mucking in’ (e.g., carrying equipment), and 
socialising in the team bar. During the intervention, being present during informal occasions 
(e.g., changing rooms, bus travel) was vital to gain an insight into team members’ perceptions 
of critical incidents. The intervention structure was based on the findings in Chapter four that 
identified five psychosocial resilience processes underlying team resilience: transformational 
leadership, shared team leadership, social identity, team learning, and positive emotions. 
Intervention content was also influenced by findings in Chapters three and five. Figure 6.1 
shows the seven phases of the intervention. A short online distance-learning module was 
distributed to the squad via email prior to each phase of the intervention explaining the 
purpose and to stimulate engagement. The intervention was delivered in various ways 
including: training exercises, online discussion forums, pre-/post-match weekly email 
briefings, competition (e.g., warm-up routines, half-time), team meetings, social occasions, 
and while travelling to fixtures. Meetings were held with the coaches twice a week to discuss 
the program, its delivery, and to exchange ideas. Post-intervention, the Director of Rugby 
invited me to the team’s end-of-season awards evening to present a summary of the 
intervention where I received an award for the impact and commitment to the team’s 
performance. 
Transformational leadership team resilience intervention strategies. A variety of 
transformational leadership sessions were carried out with the Head Coach. Firstly, weekly 
one-to-one coaching involved techniques to develop a collective team vision (e.g., asking the 
Head Coach to reflect on the team’s future direction, asking team members ‘what lights their 
fire?’, using references to “we” when addressing the team). The Head Coach was asked to 
frequently reinforce the team’s vision during stressors to promote constructive sensemaking 
among team members. Team protocols were established (see Appendix 7) and included a 
focus on optimal team functioning during stressors (e.g., how the team should respond if they 
have a team player sent off for foul play). The Head Coach was provided with a checklist of 
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transformational leadership behaviours for self-monitoring (e.g., being aware of his body 
language during in-match stressors, expressing confidence in team members during 
stressors). Other examples of activities during this phase included: introducing weekly team 
communications from the Head Coach to team members; inviting team member feedback to 
the Head Coach about how the team adapted (or not) to stressors; encouraging feedback by 
using more questioning and providing more individual feedback during training sessions. 
Shared team leadership team resilience intervention strategies. This focused on 
developing wider team member influence during stressors. A leadership group of five team 
members was established and members were selected based on team roles (e.g., captain, 
those in decision-making positions) and identifying individuals with the potential to 
positively influence others during stressors. The group agreed to meet weekly during training 
and before matches to discuss the team’s performance and how to perform during stressors. 
After each meeting, action points were circulated via email which led to the formation of an 
action plan (see Appendix 8). The leadership group was asked to ‘own’ and extend the team 
protocols formed in the early part of the season and to invite wider team input. As the season 
progressed, the leadership group and Head Coach regularly discussed team resilience 
strategies. To illustrate, the leadership group created ‘triggers’ to promote awareness of their 
own intensity during pressurised situations and to maintain communications in these 
circumstances (i.e., key trigger words to remind team members of the game plan). 
Team learning team resilience intervention strategies. During this phase, team 
members were asked during meetings to identify the benefits of experiencing setbacks during 
the season. Following the online module (see Appendix 9), team members reflected on new 
knowledge that was gained from setbacks and how this could be used. The team also devised 
‘what-if’ scenarios and simulated pressurised situations during training (e.g., what if a player 
is sent off for ten minutes following foul play; practising restarting play after conceding an 
early score). As a result of this, team members requested more ‘game-related training’ from 
the coaching team. As part of the intervention, matches were filmed and uploaded onto a 
video sharing platform prompting team member reflections on responses during stressors 
(e.g., body language and communication during challenging situations). 
Social identity team resilience intervention strategies. Strategies to strengthen the 
team’s identity during stressors included reinforcing the importance of wearing team kit 
during training and after matches. A “team resilience noticeboard” was placed in the 
changing rooms where players tended to congregate. Photos displayed team member support 
for each other during competition. This was designed to provide visual reinforcements of 
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their strong relationships. Several matches were also filmed to highlight their positive team 
relationships and videos were distributed with accompanying music to promote their team 
identity. The team changing room was decorated with media match reports and inspirational 
quotations focused on relationships (e.g., “The strength of each team is each individual 
member. The strength of each member is the team.” Phil Jackson, former coach of the 
Chicago Bulls and LA Lakers). Finally, the coaching team and leadership group was asked to 
organise a team social evening during a difficult part of the season. At the end of the season 
the Director of Rugby organised a ‘players’ dinner’ for the first time in 14 years which 
involved a social occasion, awards ceremonies, and celebrations of team achievements. 
Positive emotions team resilience intervention strategies. This final phase involved 
building positive emotions during challenging situations. To illustrate, the following 
strategies were employed: Using the team’s social media to reinforce messages about their 
strengths during stressors; providing team members with pre-match (e.g., individual energy 
foods were placed on each individual’s ‘peg’ prior to kick-off) and half-time foods (to 
increase preparedness, positive mood); celebrating post-match “resilience moments” to 
promote humour; introducing a ‘whole team’ warm-up where the team completed a half-lap 
of the field, remaining close together to enhance pre-match mood. Team members were also 
asked to reflect on their individual reactions following setbacks and during pressurised 
moments and how their own emotions may influence others and to correct any response that 
was not helpful. 
6.25 Data analysis. Mann-Whitney U tests were used to compare changes between 
intervention and comparison groups in pre/post questionnaire scores for each dependent 
variable (i.e., transformational leadership, internal team environment, collective efficacy, 
team learning, perceived motivational climate, positive emotions, social identity, team-
referent attributions, perceived relationship quality). This test was selected to minimise the 
chance of type 1 error primarily due to using a non-randomised sample, having a number of 
dependent variables, and uneven sample sizes.  
6.26 Methodological quality. The quality of the methodological approach was 
evaluated using two main criteria. Firstly, the concept of ‘program integrity’ is important for 
interventions. This refers to the extent to which the intervention program was implemented as 
designed (Gresham, Gansle, Noell, Cohen, & Rosenblum, 1993). This was achieved through 
my experience in the management of groups and my prior relationships with both the 
intervention and comparison groups. Second, regular contact with key gatekeepers (e.g.,
    Chapter Six: Empirical Research: Study Four 
 
130 
 
Quantitative 
data 
collection 
 
Pre-intervention 
questionnaires 
completed 
    
Post-
Intervention 
questionnaires 
completed 
Intervention 
emphasis 
and content 
Pre-
intervention 
briefings 
with 
coaches 
4 week 
Transformational 
leadership 
programme 
and reflection 
 
4 week 
Shared 
team 
leadership 
programme 
and 
reflection 
4 week 
Team 
learning 
programme 
and 
reflection 
4 week 
Social 
identity 
programme 
and 
reflection 
4 week 
Positive 
emotions 
programme 
and 
reflection 
 
Phase Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Phase 5 Phase 6 Phase 7 
Timeline 
August             September                                                                                                            April 
 Figure 6.1. Team resilience intervention design. 
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Head Coach, Director of Rugby) enhanced the quality of the study by offering team members 
the opportunity to discuss logistical and practical issues. This supports interventions by 
boosting communication, accountability and understanding among key stakeholders, which, 
in turn, enhances quality and the ability to deliver the intervention consistently and 
effectively (Dane & Schneider, 1998; Nielsen, 2013). 
6.3 Results 
 Quantitative analyses findings are presented below for each of the nine dependent 
variables. In accordance with recommendations for reporting results using a Mann-Whitney 
test (Field, 2013), the result statistic U and its significance are reported as well as the z-scores 
and effect size for each variable. Table 6.1 presents the pre/post median scores for 
intervention and comparison groups for each measure. 
6.31 Transformational leadership. Significant differences in the change scores were 
found between groups. This was as a result of increases in change scores for transformational  
leadership in the intervention group (Mdn = 15) relative to the comparison group (Mdn = -
11), U = 47.50, z = -5.39, p < 0.001, r = -.75. 
6.32 Social identity. Significant differences in the change scores were found between 
groups. This was as a result of increases in change scores for social identity in the 
intervention group (Mdn = 15) versus the comparison group (Mdn = -4.00), U  = 42.50, z = -
5.48, p < 0.001, r = -0.75. 
6.33 Collective efficacy. Significant differences in the change scores were found 
between groups. This was as a result of increases in change scores for collective efficacy in 
the intervention group (Mdn = 36.50) relative to the comparison group (Mdn = -17.00), U = 
21.00, z = -5.86, p < 0.001, r = -.81.  
6.34 Perceived relationship quality. Significant differences in the change scores 
were found between groups. This was as a result of increases in change scores for perceived 
relationship quality in the intervention group (Mdn = 10.00) relative to the comparison group 
(Mdn = -5.00), U = 60.50, z = -5.16, p <0.001, r = -.71. 
6.35 Perceived motivational climate. Significant differences in the change scores 
were found between groups. This was as a result of increases in change scores for task-
involving climate items on the Perceived Motivational Climate in the intervention group 
(Mdn = 7.50) relative to the comparison group (Mdn = -6.00), U = 59.50, z = -5.18, p < 
0.001, r = -.71. 
6.36 Team environment for shared leadership. Significant differences in the 
change scores were found between groups. This was as a result of increases in change scores 
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for shared leadership in the intervention group (Mdn = 5.50) relative to the comparison group 
(Mdn = -7.00), U = 61.00, z = -5.16, p <0.001, r = -.71. 
6.37 Positive emotions. Non-significant differences in the change scores were found 
Table 6.1 
Pre- and Post-Intervention Median scores for Intervention and Comparison Groups 
 
Measure              Intervention Group                       Comparison Group 
 Pre Post Pre Post 
DTLI 105 127 113 103 
SIQ 62.50 78.50 73 68 
CEQ 136.50 176.50 168 146 
PRQ 59 71.50 71 63 
PMC 63.50 69 71 67 
TEQ 35 41 40 34 
TLQ 62 68.50 67 62 
SEQ Positive 
Emotions 
4.75 3.75 6 5 
SEQ Negative 
Emotions 
1.58 0.20 1.40 1.85 
CDS-T 
Stability 
22 25.50 24 19 
Team Control 27.50 31 32 30 
External 
Control 
22 16 20 18 
 
between groups. This was as a consequence of decreases in change scores for positive 
emotions (i.e., excitement, happiness) in the intervention group (Mdn = - 0.88) relative to the 
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comparison group (Mdn = -1.00), U = 339.00, z = - 0.20, p = 0.844, r = - 0.03. Significant 
differences in the change scores of negative emotions (i.e., anger, anxiety, dejection) were 
found between groups as a result of decreases in change scores in the intervention group 
(Mdn = - 0.85) relative to the comparison group (Mdn = 0.35), U = 163.00, z = -3.33, p < 
0.001, r = -0.46. 
6.38 Team learning. Significant differences in the change scores were found between 
groups. This was a result of increases in change scores for team learning in the intervention 
group (Mdn = 6.50) relative to the comparison group (Mdn = -9.00), U = 60.00, z = -5.17, p < 
0.001, r = 0.71. 
6.39 Causal dimension scale. A significant difference was found in the change  
scores between groups. This difference was on account of increases in change scores for 
stability and team control in the intervention group (Mdn = 7.0) when assessed against the 
comparison group (Mdn = -7.0), U = 639.00, z = -5.15, p < 0.05, r = 0.71. A significant 
difference was also found in the change scores between groups as a result of reduced external 
control scores in the intervention group (Mdn = -4.50) relative to the comparison group (Mdn 
= 0.00), U = 207, z = -2.55, p < 0.011), r = 0.35. 
6.4 Discussion 
 The findings of this study showed significant differences between groups on team-
level measures of team resilience characteristics and processes. Specifically, increases in 
intervention group scores were found for transformational leadership, shared team leadership, 
collective efficacy, perceived motivational climate, team learning, perceived relationship 
quality, and team-referent attributions (stability and team control). Reduced change scores in 
the intervention group for external control were found for team-referent attributions. The 
results for positive emotions revealed non-significant change score comparisons between 
groups. Overall, the results indicated that by strengthening a team’s psychosocial resources 
during stressors, proxy measures of team resilience were positively impacted following a 
season-long intervention. 
6.41 Characteristics of team resilience. Four measures of team resilience 
characteristics assessed the effectiveness of the intervention and each revealed significant 
increases in change scores between groups. Firstly, increases in the intervention group 
change scores for collective efficacy indicated that the team’s shared belief to achieve joint 
tasks was strengthened relative to the comparison group. An explanation for this is that the 
intervention strengthened the team’s level of collective efficacy which helped the team to: 
exhibit a strong task focus and a positive collective attitude during stressors (West et al., 
  Chapter Six: Empirical Research: Study Four  
 
134 
2009); display effective communication and support for team members during adversity 
(Fransen et al., 2012); and to maintain a shared belief in the perceived capability of the team 
during challenging situations (Klassen, 2010). Second, significant differences in the 
perceived motivational climate change scores between groups through increased intervention 
group scores was found. This indicated that team resilience was enhanced through the 
development of a collective attitude focused on mastery and improvement during stressors. 
One explanation for this is that the intervention fostered a mastery climate that enabled the 
team to withstand pressurised situations through reduced performance anxiety and an 
increased use of adaptive strategies during stressors (cf. Abrahamsen, Roberts, Pensgaard, & 
Ronglan, 2008; Pensgaard & Roberts, 2000). To illustrate, the intervention involved team 
members using game-related training to practise pressurised situations and identify solutions 
to setbacks, reducing the chance of team members panicking under pressure. 
 Third, the results showed significant differences in the change scores between groups 
for team-referent attributions. Specifically, significant differences were as a result of 
increases in the intervention group’s change scores for perceptions of team controllability and 
stability. Team-referent attribution research suggests that higher expectations of future 
positive success are shaped by increases in higher perceptions of team control and stability 
(Chow & Feltz, 2008; Greenlees et al., 2005). In the present study, these findings suggested 
that the team resilience program increased the intervention group’s sense of internal control 
which boosted team members’ perceived ability to positively adapt to stressors through more 
effective coordination, engagement, and group structures (cf. West et al., 2009). Interestingly, 
Allen et al. (2012) highlighted the potential importance of “critical incidents” (p. 123) for 
interventions involving team attributions. In the present study, there was a sustained focus on 
specific critical incidents (i.e., stressors, failures, and setbacks) during the intervention. It is, 
therefore, possible that the development of protective resources during the intervention 
shaped team members’ sense of team control over stressors and heightened their expectations 
of their collective ability to withstand them. Finally, significant differences in the change 
scores between groups for perceived relationship quality were as a result of the intervention 
group’s increased commitment and attachments during stressors relative to the comparison 
group. This reinforces the potential importance of high-quality relationships for team 
resilience to facilitate collective sensemaking in pressurised situations (cf. Carmeli et al., 
2013) and better communications during adversity (Stephens et al., 2013). Moreover, high 
levels of relationship quality facilitate mutual respect and caring interactions in groups, which 
is vital to withstand crises (Gittell et al., 2006; Wilson & Ferch, 2005). 
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6.42 Team resilience psychosocial processes. Four measures of team resilience 
processes revealed significant differences between groups (i.e., transformational leadership, 
shared team leadership, team learning, social identity). Positive emotions revealed a non-
significant difference between groups. Firstly, the results showed that the increases in change 
scores for transformational leadership in the intervention group highlighted the role of 
creating personal and inspiring approaches with followers during setbacks. The results 
suggested that transformational leadership enhanced the team’s resilience by shaping a 
constructive team climate (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006), reducing negativity during stressors 
and increasing a collective sense of engagement (Avey, Hughes, Norman, & Luthans, 2008). 
To illustrate, the intervention involved one-to-one sessions with the Head Coach to build a 
collective vision and to exercise positive sensemaking during stressors (e.g., reinforcing the 
‘bigger picture’ during setbacks), to set expectations for high standards (e.g., creating 
protocols), to lead by example, and to provide personal approaches during challenging 
situations. Interestingly, this resonates with Hodge et al.’s (2014) findings that 
transformational leadership was an important aspect of the 2011 New Zealand Rugby World 
Cup champion team’s ability to positively adapt to setbacks and “critical turning points” (p. 
64). 
Second, the results showed significant differences between groups for shared team 
leadership change scores. Increases in the change scores for the intervention group revealed 
the importance of developing a wider distribution of leadership for team resilience. The 
findings suggested that the intervention led to higher levels of mutual influence among team 
members during stressors (Carson et al., 2007), and improved leadership role clarity (cf. 
Fransen et al., 2014b) during challenging situations. For example, the creation of a leadership 
group during the intervention cultivated wider team member involvement in decision-making 
during stressors and increased the focus on how to function collectively in pressurised 
situations (e.g., discussing roles and responses to stressors). These results indicate, perhaps, 
that increased shared team leadership makes better use of team member expertise during 
stressors (cf. Aime, Humphrey, DeRue, & Paul, 2013), while promoting greater team 
accountability during setbacks (cf. Hodge & Smith, 2014). 
  Third, team learning change scores showed significant differences between groups 
following post-intervention increases for the intervention group. This revealed increases in 
the collective level of knowledge among team members during stressors. Recent research 
shows that team learning influences group members’ potential behaviour and stimulates 
positive change during stressors (cf. Lepine, Piccolo, Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008). The 
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findings in the present study, therefore, might be explained through the intervention 
enhancing team resilience through increased collaboration during stressors (Edmonson & 
Smith, 2006). To illustrate, the intervention involved inviting team members to share 
experiences of adapting to pressurised situations. Furthermore, research has shown that team 
learning enhances a group’s psychological safety (i.e. a collective belief that the team is safe 
for interpersonal risk taking) and stimulates greater dialogue and reflexivity during setbacks 
(cf. Edmondson, 1999; Schippers, Homan, & Van Knippenberg, 2013). Fourthly, social 
identity change scores in the intervention group increased relative to the comparison group 
indicating the importance of lowered self-interest in favor of the team. This suggests that the 
team’s stronger identity enhanced their collective resilience by buffering group members 
from the potential negative effects of stressors (Rees, Haslam, Coffee, & Lavallee, 2015), 
improving their communication during pressurised situations (Greenaway, Wright, 
Willingham, Reynolds, & Haslam, 2015), and increasing the team’s commitment during 
setbacks (Doosje, Ellemers, & Spears, 1999). For example, the intervention involved 
affirming team members’ commitment by celebrating “moments of team resilience” through 
the use of video and photos on noticeboards highlighting acts of supporting each other during 
stressors. 
Finally, the results revealed non-significant differences in the change scores between  
groups for positive emotions. The findings did, however, show significant differences in the 
change scores of negative emotions between groups. Specifically, significant decreases in 
negative emotion change scores were found in the intervention group. Interestingly, in 
relation to the non-significant findings for positive emotions, it might be that rather than 
examining the separate effects of either positive or negative emotions, researchers should 
assess the interrelationship between positive and negative emotions. For example, Losada and 
Heaphy (2004) proposed that it is the “complex interplay among human connections, P/N 
[i.e., positivity/negativity ratio], emotions, and actions” (p. 760) that influences a team’s 
capacity to withstand challenging situations. In the present study, the pre-/post reductions in 
negative emotion scores for the intervention group could reflect the ebb and flow between 
positive and negative emotions over time. Recent research has also suggested that 
understanding a team’s collective emotions may be more important to understand the 
psychosocial behaviour of groups (cf. Rhee, 2007). Interestingly, the Sport Emotion 
Questionnaire was the only individual-level measure used in the study and perhaps a group-
level measure would be more appropriate. 
6.43 Practical implications. There are several practical implications arising from the 
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present study. Firstly, when designing team resilience interventions, practitioners should 
spend time observing typical team responses to setbacks and pressurised situations. Since 
team resilience interventions are concentrated on identifying solutions to withstand stressors, 
it is, perhaps, natural that team members and coaches may be reluctant to examine perceived 
failings. Therefore, before any interventions are devised, a period of rapport building 
(particularly if new to the team environment) should be undertaken by the sport psychologist 
(Williams & Andersen, 2012) and opportunities should be taken to engage in informal 
discussion with team members, coaches, and team managers about their perceptions of their 
team’s functioning during stressors. During the present study, there were numerous occasions 
where simply being present or sharing in a variety of situations (team bus, bar, changing 
rooms, matches, during training in adverse weather) facilitated the necessary relationships to 
maximise team member participation in the intervention. Establishing trust was essential to 
gain team member cooperation and for them to feel comfortable in intervention activities (cf. 
Gardner, 2001). Later in the intervention, it was also important to be available and accessible 
to team members when they required support or clarification of intervention tasks. In 
particular, establishing a rapport and positive relationship with the Head Coach may be 
critical for successful interventions. Indeed, this last point resonates with recent research 
assessing the effects of interventions on sport performance and the importance of coaches; 
specifically, Brown and Fletcher (2016) suggested that “when delivering interventions, it may 
be beneficial for [sport psychology] practitioners to engage athletes’ coaches to elicit greatest 
effects” (para 4.2). 
Second, sport psychologists should utilise the team resilience characteristics and 
psychosocial processes in this thesis as a framework to profile a team’s resilience and to 
assess the best starting-point for an intervention dependent on the team’s strengths and the 
stage of its existence. For example, in the present study, since the coaching team was new, 
and the intervention discussions commenced in the preseason, transformational leadership 
strategies provided a timely and logical phase to commence the intervention (e.g., through 
developing the team vision and referencing this during setbacks, one-to-one meetings, use of 
“we” language during setbacks in team communications). Furthermore, shared team 
leadership should produce ‘quick wins’ as team members swiftly engage in constructive 
sensemaking and dialogue with each other, thereby opening communication channels. 
However, the coach and sport psychologist might identify that a team’s leadership is effective 
but team learning strategies should be prioritised as the main initial focus of a team resilience 
intervention. For example, in the present study, team members were exposed to appropriate 
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stressors during training as part of a team learning approach during the middle phase of the 
intervention which was appropriate for the team’s development. Game-specific perturbation 
training (i.e., exposure to disturbances) can stimulate a solution-focused approach to stressors 
and boost coordination (Gorman, 2014). This might include the use of surprise in training 
(e.g., simulating difficult officiating styles, practising playing without the use of key players 
during pressurised conditions, and simulation of poor discipline from team members). In the 
present study, such approaches appeared to be particularly effective once an overall team 
vision, protocols, and leadership development had taken place.  
Third, whatever strategies are employed during a team resilience intervention, a 
practical implication of this study is that coaches and sport psychologists should adopt an 
approach that harnesses a team’s strengths to stimulate team participation and commitment to 
the intervention process. Moreover, strength-based approaches can promote guided discovery 
and help teams identify the strengths that already exist (cf. Dixon, et al., 2016; Padesky & 
Mooney, 2012). For example, in this study, coaches and managers regarded the team’s 
identity as a particular strength and this influenced the design of intervention activities that 
were formed in collaboration with the team and coaches. To illustrate, team members enjoyed 
watching and sharing videos and photos of their ‘team resilience moments’, and they also 
used the intervention phase to organise team social activity during challenging periods of the 
season. In turn, in understated ways (e.g., informal discussions), the intervention was 
effective by bringing latent strengths to team members’ collective awareness. Similarly, the 
creation of a leadership group harnessed existing team member strengths through the 
experience of some team members performing during setbacks. Forming such a collective 
structure stimulated team members to more openly explore solutions to stressors and to build 
on the collective strengths of this group. 
Finally, the intervention design of this study was structured around the constraints of 
a non-elite competitive sports team and one should take into account differences in 
competitive skill levels when introducing interventions (cf. Hodge & Smith, 2014). For 
example, in the present study each phase of the intervention focused on one main theme at a 
time since this aligned with the time constraints of participants for training. For those 
practitioners working with full time professionals, the sophistication and resources available 
for team-level interventions will be advantageous to focus on the development of several 
team resilience processes at a time.  
6.44 Strengths and limitations. There are three main strengths of this study. Firstly, 
the study is the first team resilience intervention in competitive sport and it involved the 
  Chapter Six: Empirical Research: Study Four  
 
139 
mobilisation of the collective psychosocial protective resources necessary to positively adapt 
to stressors. Employing a quasi-experimental design, which utilised a comparison and 
intervention group, was also a strength of this study given the lack of quantitative studies in 
team resilience research (Galli, 2016; Galli & Gonzalez, 2015). Moreover, the use of a 
comparison group was a strength of the study to provide a reasonable comparison with a team 
that received no intervention. While some caution should be applied about the extent of the 
similarity of the groups (e.g., the intervention group competed at a lower level than the 
comparison group), comparison groups can point to the efficacy of an intervention together 
with seemingly greater effect sizes (Hoffman et al., 2014). Furthermore, a notable aspect of 
the present study was the use of group-level measures of resilient characteristics and 
processes to assess pre-/post intervention scores. Team resilience interventions in other areas 
of psychology have employed individual-level self-report measures while the present study’s 
use of group-level inventories were selected to assess team members’ shared beliefs which is 
important when conducting team-level research (cf. Shapcott & Carron, 2010). The 
intervention design was also innovative since it encompassed a range of interactive activities 
for coaches and team members and included opportunities for participants to influence the 
types of tasks team members engaged in during the season.  
Second, a particular strength of this study was the strong transfer of team resilience 
research to professional practice in two key areas. In a review of group dynamics research in 
sport psychology, Kleinert et al. (2012) argued that “whereas much literature can be found 
focusing on what works, only few papers review the procedure, approach, and trust building 
in working with teams” (p. 422). In accordance with Hoffmann et al.’s (2014) 
recommendations for reporting interventions, the present study specified the detailed 
procedures involved in this intervention. This study also provided strong transfer of theory-
driven research to inform practice. Given the prevalence of typical pressurised situations and 
stressors teams encounter as described in Chapter 1 of this thesis, this study showed how the 
implementation of a specific evidence-based framework provided team members and coaches 
with purposeful strategies to withstand stressors. The specific context of a team resilience 
intervention also provided a clear role for the ‘sport psychologist’ which was understood and 
appreciated by participants. 
Third, another main strength of this study was the integration of a range of constructs 
in group dynamics that have been largely overlooked in the field of sport psychology when 
implementing team-based interventions. While group dynamics research in sport psychology 
has developed over the last 30 years, team-level researchers have argued that further research 
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is necessary to gain a comprehensive understanding of optimal group functioning (Kleinert et 
al., 2012). For example, the application of shared team leadership, team learning, and social 
identity have received little attention in sport psychology research focused on group 
dynamics in the context of stressors and it is hoped that the findings of this study have shown 
the benefits of drawing on such constructs when carrying out resilience interventions at the 
group level. 
Notwithstanding these strengths, it is important to highlight that a non-randomised 
sample was used in this study, which limits statistical generalisability of the findings. 
Furthermore, given the temporal nature of team resilience, the findings may have been 
strengthened if a follow-up measure (e.g., three months after the post-intervention 
assessment) had been taken. Furthermore, while the use of quantitative methods was a 
strength of this study, qualitative methods may have revealed other important aspects of the 
intervention process and experience from the participants’ perspectives. 
6.45 Future research directions. Team resilience researchers are presented with a 
number of directions for future research. The development of interventions using randomised 
sampling techniques will yield results with greater statistical power and generalisability to 
team sports. That said, it should be recognised that experimental designs will pose obstacles, 
as collective level interventions “take place in complex environments that are challenging or 
nearly impossible to control” (Nielsen, Fredslund, Christensen, & Albertsen, 2006, p. 273). 
Most recently, Brown and Fletcher (2016) proposed that an urgent need exists for more 
psychosocial intervention research at the team level and to “investigate whether intervention 
effects differ when delivered in a one-to-one context or as part of a group” (para. 4.3). 
Future team resilience interventions should include process evaluations to examine 
participants’ views about exposure to the intervention and its processes (cf. Randall, Cox, & 
Griffiths, 2007; Semmer, 2006). Indeed, Randall et al. (2007) argued that process evaluations 
can explain the effectiveness and failure of interventions. In the present study, a process 
evaluation may have been beneficial to not only explain why significant scores emerged but 
also why non-significant results were found (i.e., for positive emotions). An alternative 
research approach to experimental designs is to employ team resilience interventions utilising 
positive psychology frameworks and action learning (cf. Wagstaff et al., 2012), which have 
the potential to influence optimal team functioning for ‘real’ teams over time using mixed 
methods and strength-based intervention designs (see e.g., Salanova, Llorens, Acosta, & 
Torrente, 2013). Recently, Dixon et al. (2016) suggested that successful change management 
in teams requires a focus on successes and achievements rather than merely weakness and 
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perceived failings. Future research that examines team resilience interventions as part of a 
wider change management process presents interesting opportunities to identify successful 
strength-based strategies. Moreover, the inclusion of qualitative methods in team resilience 
interventions would provide greater knowledge of team member perceptions of the process of 
team resilience during the course of a season (cf. Galli, 2016).  
Future interventions would be enhanced by the development of a sport-specific 
measure of team resilience, based on the definition, conceptualisation and the protective 
psychosocial characteristics and processes identified in this thesis. Such a measure should 
reflect the group-level and follow recent developments in psychological resilience research 
that advocates measurement based on the operationalisation of the core aspects of the 
resilience process (i.e., adversity, positive adaptation, and protective factors (cf. Sarkar & 
Fletcher, 2013). The development of a single team resilience measure would also enhance 
researchers’ practical abilities to quantitatively assess interventions over several seasons and 
multiple time points. The use of follow-up assessments will help to identify possible sources 
of intervention effect variations and the influence of the timings of interventions (cf. Brown 
& Fletcher, 2016). Such longitudinal research would further knowledge of the temporal 
nature of team resilience and effective intervention design. Galli and Gonzalez (2015) also 
proposed that the use of modeling techniques such as Structural Equation Modeling offer a 
fruitful approach to assess the predictability of protective factors over time. Moreover, Galli 
(2016) recently suggested that future research should adopt longitudinal designs to enhance 
causality between protective factors and positive adaptation in the context of team stressors. 
6.46 Conclusion. This study showed that a team’s resilience was developed through a 
psychosocial intervention that mobilised the adaptive resources necessary to withstand the 
stressors that team members collectively encountered. Specifically, the findings highlighted 
that a season-long psychosocial intervention brought increases in measures of team resilience 
characteristics and processes. For some time, resilience researchers have encouraged more 
research-to-practice interventions that actively harness the psychosocial resources of groups 
to achieve positive change during adversity (Bennett et al., 2010; Petree et al., 2012). It is 
hoped, therefore, that this study has shown that those working with teams in the competitive 
sports arena can positively influence a team’s resilience by designing interventions based on 
the combined psychosocial resources that exist in groups to protect team members from the 
potentially harmful effects of adversity and setbacks. Recent research has indicated that 
psychosocial interventions might “provide the critical, marginal gain often sought after in 
sport” (Brown & Fletcher, 2016, para. 4.2) and it is hoped, therefore, that this study provides 
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a step in the right direction for the development of an evidence base for team-level 
psychosocial intervention research. 
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Chapter Seven: 
General Discussion 
 
In this final chapter, I will evaluate the overall contribution of this thesis. Following a 
summary of the four studies in this thesis, this chapter is organised into seven main sections. I 
will evaluate how the thesis advances resilience research in sport psychology. Then, I will 
assess how the findings of this thesis contribute to the understanding of team dynamics in 
sport and finally, I will discuss how this thesis advances our knowledge of team resilience 
research in psychology. The final four sections will address the practical implications arising 
from the research, the strengths and limitations of the thesis, future research directions for 
team resilience research, and concluding remarks. 
 
7.1 Summary 
 In this section, I provide a brief summary of studies one-four in this thesis. 
7.11 Study one. The objectives of this study were to develop a definition of team 
resilience and to identify the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. Focus groups 
consisting of a total of 31 participants were conducted with five elite teams from a range of 
sports. An interpretive thematic analysis using inductive and deductive reasoning was 
employed to analyse the data. Team resilience was defined as a dynamic, psychosocial 
process which protects a group of individuals from the potential negative effect of the 
stressors they collectively encounter. It comprises of processes whereby team members use 
their individual and combined resources to positively adapt when experiencing adversity. 
Findings revealed four main resilient characteristics of elite sport teams: group structure, 
mastery approaches, social capital, and collective efficacy. This study extended resilience 
research in sport psychology by providing greater definitional and conceptual clarity of 
resilience at a team level. The implications of the findings for those conducting research in 
this area and for those consulting with sport teams were discussed. 
 7.12 Study two. Although study one identified the resilient characteristics of elite 
sport teams, further research was required to understand how resilient teams function. The 
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objective of this study, therefore, was to explore the psychosocial processes underpinning 
team resilience in competitive sport. Narrative inquiry was employed to better understand 
team resilience. The sample consisted of eight members of the 2003 England rugby union 
World Cup winning team. The autobiographies of these team members were analysed using 
three types of narrative analyses: holistic-content analysis, holistic-form analysis, and 
categorical-form analysis. Findings revealed five main psychosocial processes underpinning 
team resilience: transformational leadership, shared team leadership, team learning, social 
identity, and positive emotions. An examination of narrative structure within the 
autobiographies revealed a progressive narrative form characterised by a collective positive 
evaluation of setbacks. This study extends previous team resilience research by going beyond 
the identification of resilient characteristics to explaining underpinning psychosocial 
processes. The team resilience processes are discussed in relation to previous research 
findings and in terms of their implications for practising sport psychologists. It is anticipated 
that this study will provide practitioners with a framework to develop team resilience in 
competitive sport. 
 7.13 Study three. In this study, I explored how team resilience can be developed in 
competitive sport. A season-long ethnography was conducted to achieve an in-depth 
investigation of team resilience through prolonged fieldwork. The sample consisted of a 
leading English national league-winning semi-professional rugby union team. The findings 
revealed a number of developmental team resilience strategies: Inspiring, motivating, and 
challenging team members to achieve performance excellence, developing a team regulatory 
system based on ownership and accountability, cultivating a team identity and togetherness 
based on a selfless culture, expose the team to challenging training, unexpected and difficult 
situations, and promoting enjoyment and keeping a positive outlook during stressors. This 
study advanced team resilience research by identifying key psychosocial strategies that 
mobilise a team’s coordinative adaptive resources over time in accordance with the stressors 
it encounters, and as part of building a resilient team culture. The findings provide 
practitioners with a platform for team resilience interventions in competitive sports teams. 
7.14 Study four. The systematic investigation of team resilience in studies one to 
three advanced knowledge of this desirable construct by addressing four key areas: a 
definition of team resilience was provided in the context of competitive sport; the 
psychosocial qualities of team resilience were identified; five psychosocial processes 
underlying team resilience were revealed; and multiple psychosocial strategies for the 
development of team resilience were outlined. Despite these advances, no scientific team 
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resilience interventions have been conducted in the sport context. In study 4, therefore, the 
first team resilience intervention in sport was carried out. Specifically, a pre-/post quasi-
experimental design was employed to quantitatively assess between-group differences 
following a team resilience intervention. An intervention group and control group were 
sampled from competitive rugby union during the course of a season. Data were collected 
using a range of measures of team resilience characteristics and processes. The findings 
revealed significant increases in the intervention group’s post-intervention scores in relation 
to the comparison group across the majority of measures. Non-significant results were found 
for positive emotions. This study pointed to the effectiveness of psychosocial team resilience 
interventions to protect teams from the potentially harmful consequences of stressors. 
7.2 Discussion 
7.21 Advancing resilience research in sport psychology. There are three main 
contributions from this thesis that enhance our knowledge of resilience research in sport 
psychology: the development of team resilience research in sport psychology, the definition 
and conceptualisation of team resilience, and the identification of a number of psychosocial 
characteristics and processes. Each of these contributions is discussed below. 
7.211 The development of team resilience research in sport psychology. This thesis 
presents the first systematic research programme and agenda of team resilience in the 
academic discipline of sport psychology. While psychological resilience research has recently 
been investigated in sport psychology during the last decade (see e.g., Fletcher & Sarkar, 
2012, 2013; Galli & Vealey, 2008; Mummery et al., 2004; Sarkar & Fletcher, 2014a; Schinke 
& Jerome, 2002; Schinke et al., 2004), surprisingly, resilience at the team level has been 
overlooked. Indeed, in a recent review of resilience in sport, Yukelson and Weinberg (2016) 
explained the importance of addressing this in sport psychology research: 
The notion of team resilience has a great deal of relevance for sport teams as there are 
numerous examples of team sports . . . and countries . . . [that] typically identify with 
teams more than individuals. Unfortunately, team resilience has been virtually 
ignored in terms of empirical research (p. 551). 
A central assertion in this thesis is that shifting research beyond the individual level of 
resilience is essential since teams face specific stressors that can often be subtle, chronic (cf. 
Alliger et al., 2015, Nicholls et al., 2007; Noblett & Gifford, 2002), and sometimes 
catastrophic (cf. Apitzsch, 2006). The introduction to this thesis (Chapter one) described the 
prevalence and potentially harmful effects of team stressors. Assembling and harnessing the 
collective psychosocial resources that exist in teams is fundamental to withstand the 
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potentially harmful effects of adversity, failures, setbacks and stressors over time. Moreover, 
team resilience research directly addresses the importance of team level functioning during 
stressors for optimal performance than can be explained by psychological resilience alone. 
Given the extent of team sport participation (cf. Galli & Gonzalez, 2015), the development of 
the team resilience research described in this thesis has an important contribution for 
researchers and practitioners. 
7.212 Definition and conceptualisation of team resilience. The findings of this thesis 
have also advanced resilience research in sport psychology by identifying important 
differences between the definition and conceptualisation of psychological resilience and team 
resilience. Most recently, psychological resilience was defined as “the role of mental 
processes and behaviour in promoting personal assets and protecting an individual from the 
potential negative effects of stressors” (Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012, p. 675, 2013, p. 16). In the 
third chapter of this thesis (Study 1), team resilience was defined as a “dynamic, psychosocial 
process which protects a group of individuals from the potential negative effect of stressors 
they collectively encounter. It comprises of processes whereby team members use their 
individual and collective resources to positively adapt when experiencing adversity” (p. 40). 
Comparing these definitions, the findings of this thesis underline the importance of 
examining the different meanings of resilience at different levels of analysis (cf. Luthar et al., 
2000; Zautra et al., 2008). Specifically, the definition of team resilience advances resilience 
research in sport psychology in four main ways. Firstly, by drawing specific attention to the 
collective, psychosocial, and relational fabric of team resilience. Second, this thesis 
demonstrated the need for a better understanding of the psychosocial factors and processes 
underlying team resilience that are peculiar to groups. Third, the definition of team resilience 
highlighted the importance of developing a more precise examination of shared experiences 
of adversity and stressors at the team level to better understand the meaning of resilience at 
the team level. Fourth, when investigating resilience, it is important that researchers develop 
approaches that are contextually relevant (cf. Luthar & Cicchetti, 2000). A comparison of 
psychological and team-level definitions reveals a similarity in emphasis of conceiving 
resilience as a dynamic process. However, given the emphasis placed on the relational 
aspects of team resilience, this thesis has reported that team resilience is developed through a 
range of distinct group-level psychosocial characteristics and processes. 
7.213 Psychosocial characteristics and processes of team resilience. This thesis has 
also contributed to the advancement of resilience research in sport psychology through the 
identification of a number of psychosocial protective characteristics and processes specific to 
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the team level. Essentially, these describe both what a resilient team looks like (its 
characteristics) and how a resilient team functions (psychosocial processes). A consistent 
theme within the thesis is the notion that a resilient team is likely to consist of more than the 
sum of a collection of resilient individuals (cf. Horne & Orr, 1998). If a group of highly 
resilient individuals encounter team stressors (e.g., failure to commit to the team’s vision, 
blaming others for poor team performance, arguments about leadership approaches), this is 
unlikely to automatically result in team resilience. Specifically, the characteristics and 
processes discussed in this thesis illustrated that team resilience requires a sustained 
collective investment in psychosocial resources to withstand the potentially negative effects 
of stressors. For example, throughout the four studies, it was explained that the protective 
characteristics and processes enhanced team resilience by promoting collective sensemaking 
and shared interpretive schemes during stressors (cf. Weick, 1993; Yukelson, 1997).  
Protective processes such as shared team leadership and team learning, strategies such as 
building commitment to team goals, and the resilient characteristic of group structures 
leveraged team resilience by team members developing a shared mental model during 
stressors (cf. Cannon-Bowers et al., 1990; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006) and enhancing 
psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999). Furthermore, psychosocial qualities such as social 
capital (i.e., caring relationships) and protective processes such as social identity revealed the 
importance of developing and maintaining high quality relationships and strong emotional 
attachments during stressors. Indeed, Rees et al. (2013) argued that “ . . . until relatively 
recently, the potential usefulness of the social identity approach had been largely neglected in 
sport [psychology] research” (p. 1091). The findings in this thesis have shown that social 
identity is an important process that has strong application for team resilience in sport 
psychology. Overall, understanding the role of these relational resources has extended our 
knowledge of resilience in sport psychology research because they are peculiar to the team 
level.  
7.22 Advancement of team dynamics research in sport psychology. In this section, 
I evaluate how this thesis contributes to team dynamics research in sport psychology in three 
ways: Team resilience represents a new, important scientific construct within team dynamics 
that builds on psychological resilience research in sport; second, the findings of this thesis 
have strong transfer to real team contexts to enhance practice through the development of 
team resilience; and, third, the thesis highlights the importance of temporal aspects of team 
resilience and team dynamics.  
7.221 The introduction of a new scientific construct within sports team dynamics. 
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Kleinert et al. (2012) argued that despite the widespread acknowledgement that 
understanding team dynamics in sport psychology is important, team-level topics remain 
underrepresented and even show some signs of decline. Fittingly, therefore, this thesis 
introduces a new scientific construct for team dynamics research in sport. A significant 
aspect of developing team resilience research within team dynamics is its focus on 
understanding how teams maintain group functioning and constructive interrelationships over 
time despite stressors. A number of scientific group dynamics constructs are widely 
recognised as important indicators of team success and performance in the sport context 
including group cohesion (Carron et al., 1998), team roles (Carron & Eys, 2012), and 
collective efficacy (Bandura, 1990, 1997). The scientific investigation of team resilience 
extends team dynamics research in sport by shedding light on the specific protective 
psychosocial qualities and processes that teams can employ to positively adapt to the 
stressors that they collectively encounter. Notably, while this thesis introduced a new team 
construct in team dynamics research in sport, this was achieved by systematically building on 
decades of well-established empirical research in the area of psychological resilience in 
general and sport psychology.  
7.222 Transfer of research to applied practice. In their review of team topics in sport 
psychology, Kleinert et al. (2012) argued that a priority for research was to address the lack 
of investigations focused on the everyday practices of teams and the determinants of effective 
consultant practice. When considering Kleinert et al.’s reasoning in relation to this thesis, the 
emergence of team resilience in sport has advanced team dynamics research by addressing 
the real-world practice needs of team members, coaches, and sport psychologists. The 
findings of this thesis explained how the resilient characteristics and processes could be used 
as a framework to profile and develop team resilience. Another main benefit of this research, 
perhaps, is the emergence of some parsimonious, relevant solutions to the everyday demands 
facing team practitioners. For example, those working in team environments can often be 
confronted with an overwhelming array of group processes and variables and this presents 
challenges when seeking solutions to real-world stressors (Salas et al., 2005). In contrast, the 
programme of research outlined in this thesis demonstrated that a team’s propensity to 
positively adapt to stressors is enhanced when one considers the role of specific psychosocial 
factors during difficult situations (e.g., the role of social identity can be used to reinforce 
strong relationships during setbacks; transformational leadership techniques can inspire team 
members to keep some perspective and rise to the challenge of difficult periods). Therefore, it 
is proposed that the team resilience research in this thesis has helped to advance team 
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dynamics in sport psychology by providing strong transfer of research to practice when 
considering optimal team functioning during pressurised situations.  
7.223 Importance of temporal processes in team dynamics. Finally, this thesis has 
illuminated the importance of conceiving team resilience as a dynamic, temporal process. 
Specifically, this contributes to team dynamics research in sport psychology since teams do 
not exist in static environments (cf. Mathieu et al., 2008; McEwan & Beauchamp, 2014). The 
findings of this thesis suggested that team resilience development should occur in accordance 
with the stage of a team’s existence, the stressors it is encountering, and as part of the wider 
development of a team culture (cf. Dixon et al., 2016; Yukelson & Rose, 2014). As a 
temporal phenomenon, teams may need to mobilise different protective processes at different 
times during stressors. An example of this was the interplay between transformational 
leadership and shared team leadership in Study two which indicated how transformational 
leadership techniques enhanced team resilience in the early stages of the 2003 England rugby 
union team’s existence whereas shared team leadership was more salient as the team 
matured. This is supported by leadership research in general psychology which suggests that 
during the early part of a team’s formation, team leaders should provide more structure for 
team members and, as team members’ capabilities increase over time, more leadership should 
be distributed (Zaccaro et al., 2001). A recent example of an apparent lack of interaction 
between transformational and shared team leadership concerned the England Rugby team 
during their high profile failure at the 2015 Rugby World Cup. The Head Coach, Stuart 
Lancaster, received public criticism for not sufficiently developing team leadership during 
stressors despite creating effective team structures since 2011. Indeed, one former England 
captain, Will Carling (2015), commented on the England team’s inability to manage a critical 
pressurised situation during a crucial World Cup match: 
I got the sense England were panicking. I don’t blame Chris [the England captain]. I 
blame the environment. We have a very prescriptive environment in the England 
team. I’ve listened to Stuart Lancaster say for years that “I don’t have the leaders and 
therefore we’re having to make all the decisions as coaches” . . . My view is that he 
has had the leaders and that he needed to have trusted them and develop them. What 
we watched in the last 10 minutes [indecision about whether to attempt a penalty 
which would have ensured a draw] was a confused debate between people who have 
never been given responsibility to lead and drive the team. Instead, we’ve treated 
them as schoolboys (para. 5-8). 
An implication of the main findings of this thesis, therefore, is the contribution to 
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team dynamics research in sport psychology by illuminating the importance of team 
resilience as a temporal process. This also has implications for future team dynamics research 
in sport psychology research and effective professional practice given that it is somewhat 
unlikely that one-off interventions will be effective over time.  
7.23 Advancement of team resilience research in psychology. This thesis has also 
advanced knowledge of team resilience research, not only in the area of sport psychology but 
also in general psychology. Although team resilience research has only recently emerged as 
an area of scientific inquiry, this thesis explains how it is a phenomenon with a growing 
interest across a diverse range of psychology disciplines including health, military, space 
exploration, organisational behaviour, systems, positive psychology, management, and 
emergency services management. A review of the literature in Chapter 2 suggested that this 
emerging interest in team resilience was, in part, as a consequence of the growing importance 
of teams within ever-complex interconnected environments in society, and because “demands 
frequently exceed an individual’s capabilities of dealing with these demands” (Van der Beek 
& Schraagen, 2015, p. 33). Therefore, the findings of this thesis contribute to the 
development of team resilience research in general psychology in a number of ways as 
discussed forthwith. 
7.231 Systematic development of team resilience research. This thesis represents not 
only the first systematic agenda of team resilience research in sport psychology but also in 
general psychology. A key contribution to general team resilience research is achieving 
greater definitional and conceptual clarity of team resilience based on empirical findings. 
Although existing research provides descriptions of team resilience (e.g., Amarel et al., 2015; 
Carmeli et al., 2013), this has not been generated through research focused on contextually-
specific meanings and definitions of team resilience in their respective fields, which is 
important when conducting resilience research (cf. Luthar et al., 2000; Luthar & Cicchetti, 
2000). Since team resilience research is in its infancy, it is particularly important to generate 
conceptual and definitional clarity and to justify the reasoning for this (Luthar et al., 2000). 
Although Bennett et al. (2010) conducted the first team resilience intervention, individual-
level measures were employed based on self-report assessments of personal resilience. This is 
somewhat problematic when investigating concepts at the team-level as relational 
mechanisms are fundamental for team resilience. In contrast, the studies in this thesis were 
developed by recognising the need to conceptualise team resilience as a team-level construct 
before examining other aspects such as processes, development, and interventions. The 
systematic nature of the investigations in this thesis also, perhaps, represents the most 
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comprehensive exploration of team resilience to date in the psychology literature. 
Specifically, the use of a range of qualitative methods and techniques (i.e., focus groups, 
narrative analysis, ethnographic methods) outlined in the first three chapters offered a rich 
insight into team participants’ shared experiences of stressors and resilient characteristics and 
processes. Together with the team resilience intervention using quantitative methods, this 
thesis has provided a platform for future theoretical exploration of the construct.  
Another important contribution of this thesis to team resilience research is how it 
builds on the strong conceptual foundations and terminology of general psychological 
resilience research. While this thesis has provided some distinctive aspects of resilience at the 
team level, it is important that its conceptual foundations are rooted in the well-established 
resilience literature to ensure a systematic approach to investigations. To illustrate, it is 
generally recognised that resilience research is centered on the two core concepts of 
adversity/stressors and positive adaptation (cf. Fletcher & Sarkar, 2013; Luthar et al., 2000). 
Moreover, previous research has conceptualised resilience as a dynamic process rather than a 
static state (cf. Windle, 2011). Luthar et al. (2000) recommended that resilience researchers 
provide precision in their use of terminology (e.g., indicate whether resilience is conceived as 
a trait or process), and the research in this thesis has drawn upon key conceptual and 
definitional roots of resilience research. Therefore, it is hoped that this advances scientific 
enquiry since recent research in this area has not always been integrated with empirical 
psychological and team resilience literature (e.g., Alliger et al., 2015; Van der Beek & 
Schraagen, 2015). 
7.232 Expanding the contexts and populations for general team resilience research. 
This thesis also advances the general team resilience literature by expanding the contexts and 
populations in which this construct has been examined. The context of team sport provides an 
intriguing and unique arena in which to explore team resilience and its development. For 
example, sports teams consist of groups of individuals who are required to work 
interdependently and function in various roles to achieve common objectives (cf. Yukelson, 
1984, 1997). However, sport involves constant change (e.g., injuries, changes of coaches and 
owners), and some unique stressors such as high public expectation, media exposure, and 
intense scrutiny during major sports events (Arnold & Sarkar, 2015; Hodge & Smith, 2014). 
Furthermore, team sport provides an interesting insight into how resilient teams not only 
manage to withstand setbacks and adversity but also how high levels of performance are 
sustained over longer periods of time (Yukelson & Weinberg, 2016). Therefore, it is hoped 
that this thesis contributes to the recent growth of general team resilience research by 
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reporting findings focused on a context that hitherto had been overlooked in psychology. 
Furthermore, the study of how competitive sports teams withstand shared experiences of 
stressors in highly evaluative contexts, in which the consequences of adversity and failure are 
unusually visible, has much to offer other areas of psychology. 
7.24 Practical implications. In this section, I will present a number of practical 
implications for those working with teams, either as a sport psychologist, coach, or team 
practitioner. Specifically, there are three main areas arising from this thesis that the practical 
implications address: characteristics of team resilience (i.e., what a resilient team looks like), 
psychosocial processes (i.e., how a resilient team functions), and developing and maintaining 
team resilience (i.e., designing interventions to develop team resilience). It should be 
recognised that the development of team resilience doesn’t ‘just happen’ and the risk of 
potentially negative effects of stressors means that downward performance spirals can occur 
quickly (cf. Rees et al., 2013) and with sustained low level chronic stressors (Alliger et al., 
2015). However, it is proposed that by drawing on the findings of this thesis and existing 
team resilience research, succumbing to harmful effects of stressors is not inevitable. An 
understanding of the techniques that harness the psychosocial resources that exist in teams is 
essential to cultivate team resilience. 
7.241 Characteristics of team resilience. Those working with teams should devise a 
resilience training education programme (cf. Meredith et al., 2011; Reivich et al., 2011), 
which should commence by involving team members in discussions of their team’s 
resilience. For example, the focus groups employed in Chapter three presented a fruitful 
approach to generate collective conservations about team members’ shared experiences of 
stressors. By exchanging views about the stressors they have encountered, team members can 
isolate examples when they withstood the potentially harmful effect of setbacks and 
adversity. This should enhance anticipation and reveal early warning indicators for future 
stressors (Alliger et al., 2015; Van der Beek & Schraagen, 2015). Team members should also 
discuss their shared perceptions of the psychosocial resilient qualities of their team. Using the 
resilient characteristics identified in this thesis as a framework, team members should profile 
and assess their team’s resilience. Yukelson and Weinberg (2016) also suggested that prior to 
the start of a season, team athletes could brainstorm the characteristics of the most resilient 
teams they know and admire and detect strategies to withstand future challenges. This 
supports the use of strength-based approaches in sport psychology by promoting practices of 
reflection (cf. Dixon et al., 2016). 
Once team members have profiled the resilient characteristics of their team, they 
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should identify strategies to mobilise specific psychosocial resources to enhance their team’s 
resilience. Group structures could enhance team resilience by facilitating working 
communication channels during stressors (e.g., agreeing communication norms during 
stressors, understanding the implications of reduced communication during pressurised 
situations, simulating effective non-verbal communication under pressure). Applying the 
principles of ‘closed-loop communication’ during stressors helps promote a team approach 
while reducing an inward focus (Salas et al., 2005). Mastery approaches could boost team 
resilience by team members completing individual diaries to recall how past setbacks shaped 
future behaviour such as preparation for stressors and developing a reset focus. Optimising 
the social capital between team members will enhance team resilience by promoting caring, 
loyal, respectful relationships. Team members might openly discuss the strengths of others 
during challenging situations and the values they bring to the team during setbacks. Finally, 
team resilience will be enhanced by promoting efficacious team beliefs during stressors and 
focusing on the importance of exhibiting a positive attitude during setbacks. Face-to-face 
team meetings might be used to draw on sources of team belief during adversity. Those 
practitioners working with teams should monitor these resilient characteristics during the 
course of a season through observation and reinforcement of agreed actions and behaviour 
(Alliger et al., 2015; Amaral et al., 2015). 
7.242 Psychosocial team resilience processes. An overarching theme of this thesis is 
that psychosocial processes leverage team resilience by ensuring that team members are ‘on 
the same wavelength’ during stressors. This requires an understanding of the five team 
resilience processes identified in this thesis to boost the relational, cognitive, and affective 
protective resources of teams.  
Transformational leadership approaches. Sport psychologists should work closely 
with head coaches to promote the use of transformational leadership techniques during 
stressors. Transformational leadership has been shown to be particularly effective in dynamic 
environments (Ensley et al., 2006) and competitive sport (cf. Hodge et al., 2014; Yukelson, 
1997); training can also build coaches’ knowledge about the benefits of engaging team 
members in constructive sensemaking during setbacks and promoting stressors as challenges 
for innovation, aspiration, and continuous team development (e.g., referring to “we” during 
setbacks, practising the use of voice and body language during stressors, referencing the team 
vision during failure to promote sight of the ‘bigger picture’). Team charters (cf. Collins, 
Moore, Mitchell, & Alpress, 1999) provide an opportunity for leaders to inspire followers 
with their vision and philosophy; however, in the context of this thesis, they should also be 
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used by leaders to cultivate team resilience by collectively referencing agreed values and 
norms during stressors (e.g., “we agreed that when a team member makes a mistake, we show 
support for that person and avoid blame”). Finally, team leaders should be aware that “the 
team as a whole will most often emulate the leadership core of the team” (Yukelson & 
Weinberg, 2016, p. 554). Transformational leadership development can foster team leaders’ 
awareness of the impact of speech, behaviour, and non-verbal communication that may 
positively influence team members during setbacks or pressurised situations. 
Shared team leadership. While the topic of leadership has been well documented in 
sport psychology (see e.g., Chelladurai, 1984b, 1990, 2007), attention has primarily been 
directed to the role of the coach. However, this thesis has described the importance of 
extending leadership responsibilities throughout a team to develop a team’s resilience. Those 
working with teams should consider shared team leadership as a vital psychosocial resource 
to withstand stressors and as part of a team’s wider development. Establishing leadership 
groups can boost team members sharing of responsibility, accountability, and ownership 
during pressurised situations (cf. Hodge & Smith, 2014). In teams that lack strong, internal 
team leadership, the role of the sport psychologist is important to foster a dialogue around the 
benefits of such structures. Leadership groups should hold prebriefs (e.g., clarify roles during 
stressors, brainstorm likely stressors and solutions) and arrange regular feedback reviews of 
team performance during setbacks (cf. Zaccaro et al., 2001). Rotation of leadership group 
members can promote the development of a system of sustainable shared team leadership 
over time and maximise the expertise of team members’ contributions when dealing with 
stressors. When developing team leadership, practitioners might also reflect on the individual 
strengths for the types of leadership roles that might be effective during stressors (cf. Fransen 
et al., 2014b). To illustrate, Lawrence Dallaglio, a member of the 2003 England rugby world 
cup champions, was well known as an ‘emotional leader’ in the team (Ackford, 2004) whilst 
Martin Johnson, the captain, led by example and had a reputation as a ‘pragmatic, reliable 
leader’ (Caulkin, 2004). 
Team learning. The findings in this thesis suggested that team learning processes 
leveraged team resilience by ensuring team members have a shared understanding of how to 
function during stressors. Developing collective knowledge, reflecting on shared experiences 
of adversity, and building a shared mental model promote effective team functioning during 
stressors. Sport psychologists should introduce the use of individual and team discussions to 
collate pooled knowledge about optimum team functioning during stressors. Weekly team 
meetings should include brief exchanges of ‘best practice’ during stressors and head coaches 
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should promote the benefits of sharing combined knowledge. New team members might be 
appointed mentors to encourage collaboration and communication among the team. 
Furthermore, unexpected stressors should be recorded and shared within the team to promote 
team learning and identify new solutions. The findings of this thesis also recommended the 
use of simulation training to appropriately expose team members to stressors, which is 
supported by recent team resilience research (see e.g., Alliger et al., 2015; Gomes et al., 
2014; Stevens et al., 2015). Team learning influences the cognitive, coordinative, and 
relational mechanisms to positively adapt to stressors (cf. Edmonson, Bohmer, & Pisano, 
2001) and practitioners should promote the benefits of continuous collective learning and 
reflective practices to leverage team resilience.  
Social identity. Sport psychologists and coaches should also consider strategies that 
harness the social identity of a team as a psychosocial resource during adversity. This thesis 
highlighted the use of relevant imagery, mantras, mottos, visual symbols, songs, and referring 
to “we” in communications, to reinforce a resilient team identity. Promoting the historical 
roots and heritage of the team is likely to strengthen a team’s identity that should be 
referenced, when appropriate, during stressors. Coaches can also reflect on the type of social 
identity that their team’s competitive style will be based on (e.g., strong, physical team or 
creative and fast). A main practical implication of social identity for team resilience is 
understanding the potential impact when an individual defines him/herself with the team. 
Reducing individuals’ own self-interest during setbacks and failure in favor of the team is 
likely to leverage team resilience by boosting accountability, commitment, and prosocial 
behaviour during stressors. Ensuring that team members use social opportunities and get to 
know new members of a team is important to sustain team identity over time. Fransen et al. 
(2014b) suggested that those working with teams should create leadership roles to strengthen 
team identification; in turn, this may build on individual team member strengths and act as a 
psychosocial resource for team resilience. Finally, displays of ‘team resilience outcomes’ or 
‘resilient successes’ using video, social media, or in team meetings can reinforce a team’s 
achievements during setbacks (e.g., performance chart showing levels of disciplinary 
incidents). 
Positive emotions. Although the team resilience intervention described in Chapter 6 
revealed mixed support for the role of positive emotions (i.e., non significant pre-/post results 
but with pre-/post decreases in negative emotions for the intervention group), the findings in 
Chapters 4 and 5 illustrated strong benefits of promoting positive emotions and an overall 
positive approach during stressors. Moreover, recent team resilience research shows strong 
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support for the association between collective positions and team resilience (Meneghel et al., 
2016). Coaches and sport psychologists should provide regular opportunities for team 
members to exhibit their positive emotions (Meneghel et al., 2016). Opportunities should also 
be provided to promote enjoyment (cf. Hodge et al., 2014), social activity, humor, wellbeing, 
and to express appreciation for team strengths displayed during setbacks. Reinforcing the 
contagious effects of verbal and physical acts of team member support (e.g., clapping, verbal 
support, pats on the back, team huddles) during pressurised situations should form part of a 
team resilience strategy. Coaches should be aware of individual differences and observe 
athletes that may need reminding of the team benefits of promoting positive emotions (e.g., 
positive emotions can spread, as can negative emotions). Use of reflective practice based on 
video analysis of team emotions expressed within the team may enhance individual and 
collective awareness of the benefits of practising positive emotions in training. 
Development of team resilience. Drawing on the findings of this thesis, there are 
several practical implications that should guide those working in team environments for a 
structured approach to develop team resilience. Sport psychologists should consider ways of 
gaining access and establishing relationships with key team personnel. This is particularly 
important when developing team resilience programs since working with teams during 
adverse situations and setbacks may present particular obstacles (e.g., potentially low morale, 
reduced communications, strained relationships). Furthermore, team practitioners may not 
wish to appear as though they are seeking help or guidance during stressors because of 
perceived vulnerabilities. In Study 3 and 4, emphasis was placed on forming positive 
relationships with team ‘gatekeepers’. While formal roles may often signal the most 
influential people in a team, sport psychologists should also focus on other individuals who 
exert influence. Establishing a rapport with gatekeepers will prove beneficial over the longer 
term since they will have a clearer picture of what the sport psychologist is aiming to achieve, 
and their influence on the team might be valuable to reinforce this to others. Study 3 also 
highlighted the benefits of simple, informal conversations, and being present during weekly 
activity prior to any intervention. 
Once positive relationships are established and rapport is developed, sport 
psychologists should introduce the purpose of a team resilience programme. It is important to 
explain that any intervention will involve observation during stressors and ongoing dialogue 
with team members to identify individual and collective strengths that may protect the team 
from the potentially harmful effects of stressors. By adopting a proactive approach to 
managing stressors rather than seeking quick fixes (cf. Kleinert et al., 2012), team members 
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are more likely to perceive an intervention as supporting their pathway to excellence. The 
groundwork entailed in developing trusting relationships with gatekeepers and team members 
is an important aspect of the contextual intelligence required for interventions (cf. Brown et 
al., 2005). The characteristics, processes, and development strategies described in this thesis 
should then be used as a framework to profile a team’s resilience. The sport psychologist 
should regularly communicate with the coaching team to obtain their input to devise 
strategies to develop the team’s resilience.  
It is also imperative to consider the temporal and dynamic nature of team resilience 
development. Chapter 5 illustrated how a team’s resilience was developed differently in 
different situations through multiple team interactions. Team protocols and high expectations 
were created to inspire, motivate, and challenge team members during a pre-season phase. 
Furthermore, greater ownership and accountability was transferred to team members at the 
mid-point of the season following a number of stressors. This resonates with the concept of 
shared team leadership and avoids the tendency of teams to become more reliant on ‘the 
leader’ during stressors (cf. Zaccaro et al., 2001). For example, Hodge et al. (2014) illustrated 
the benefits of teams adopting a ‘dual-management model’ to promote ownership and 
accountability (e.g., regular team member input into game plans). When developing team 
resilience, an assessment of the most appropriate psychosocial resources most likely to 
withstand stressors in accordance with a particular situation should be completed. The 
recording and establishment of a team’s resilient actions (cf. Alliger et al., 2015) might assist 
with the collation of effective responses in different situations. The findings of Study 3 
identified more specific developmental strategies in different situations for a competitive 
sports team. Finally, when developing team resilience, sport psychologists should explain 
that interventions form part of a team’s overall culture to sustain excellence over time 
(Yukelson & Rose, 2014; Yukelson & Weinberg, 2016). 
7.25 Strengths and limitations. Aside from conducting the first systematic program 
and agenda of team resilience in sport psychology, there are several strengths and also some 
limitations of this thesis, which are described in this section. A major strength of this thesis is 
related to the nature of the prolonged immersion (i.e., quality of time in ‘the field’), and 
length of the ethnography (Chapter 5) and also the length of the intervention (Chapter 6). 
This yielded an important depth of investigation and the longest period of systematic study in 
team resilience research to date. Spending two full seasons in team environments provided 
the opportunity to develop open, accessible, and trusting relationships with team members, 
coaches, and other personnel which are important for effective interventions in sport (cf. 
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Brawley & Paskevich, 1997; Martin, Carron, & Burke, 2009). Obtaining an ‘insider 
perspective’ (cf. Fetterman, 2010) and intensive exposure to a wide range of team situations 
also yielded a deep insight into the relational mechanisms and collective responses during 
setbacks, adversity, and pressurised situations. Prolonged immersion also provided the 
opportunity to investigate team resilience not only during crises but also during chronic 
stressors (e.g., performance slumps) and periods when the pressure of achieving sustained 
success was experienced (cf. Alliger et al., 2015). 
The salience of temporal dynamics for team resilience was another strength related to 
the benefits of prolonged immersion and the duration of the investigations in this thesis. In 
Chapter 4, the use of narrative approaches during a seven-year period revealed the temporal 
nature of the 2003 England rugby world cup winning team’s resilience and how this 
developed over time. The prolonged immersion with teams during the season-long 
ethnography and intervention also yielded insights into the temporal aspects of team 
resilience. The finding that time is a critical factor for team resilience (cf. West et al., 2009) 
drew attention to the episodic, fluctuating cycles that occur in team performance 
environments (Ancona, Okhuysen, & Perlow, 2001; Mathieu et al., 2008). Furthermore, 
prolonged immersion during Study 3 and the intervention employed in Study 4 highlighted 
the importance of team resilience being developed by utilising different strategies at different 
times as team members interacted with their environment, and in accordance with the stage of 
their team’s development. 
Another major strength of this thesis was the specific nature of the applied 
implications for practitioners and researchers working with sports teams during stressors. In 
Kleinert et al.’s (2012) review of team dynamics in sport psychology, they commented on the 
lack of practical guidance for those working with teams: 
When a practitioner or researcher needs information on specific procedures . . . in 
terms of working with groups, the literature seems to be sparse . . . The impression 
may arise that questions like “what diagnostic or intervention is reliable and useful in 
my case?”, “Where do I find a research based toolbox for my team?”, “What is the 
best way for me as a sport psychologist to gain access to a team?” are difficult to 
answer (p. 413). 
Drawing on my experience of the research in this thesis, and specifically Study 3 and  
4, there is a slightly paradoxical aspect to consider. That is, while team dynamics involve 
complex relational interdependent factors, there are actually some relatively ‘simple’ 
techniques and principles that appeal to practitioners because positive changes in collective 
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functioning during stressors are evident. This thesis addresses Kleinert et al.’s (2012) 
comments by addressing ‘what works’ during stressors and ‘what procedures’ might facilitate 
team resilience. It is hoped that the intervention procedures described in Study 4 provide 
practitioners with an array of applied techniques and a framework which can be employed to 
enhance team resilience. Moreover, the thesis also provided detailed examples of ways of 
gaining entry to teams and the importance of cultivating relationships prior to interventions.  
A related strength to the strong practical transfer of the findings reported in this thesis 
is the process of harnessing the collective psychosocial resources of teams during stressors. 
Understanding the collective assets that exist within teams resonates with a strengths-based 
approach to resilience development (cf. Padesky & Mooney, 2012). In each study, the 
benefits of developing wider leadership in teams and holding regular discussion of solutions 
to stressors reinforced that activating the strengths and expertise that exist in teams is a 
valuable resource for team resilience. In Chapter 6, the intervention enabled team members to 
develop a heightened awareness of their collective strengths, and release latent or hidden 
strengths, during challenging situations (e.g., creating team protocols for team resilience, 
forming a leadership group, using debriefs and reflections during stressors). A strength, 
therefore, of this thesis is the guidance for practitioners to help their teams recognise that they 
have the potential to change their environment during stressors and influence their responses 
accordingly. This resonates with Bandura’s (2000) concept of collective agency in which “the 
growing interdependence of human functioning is placing a premium on the exercise of 
collective agency through shared beliefs in the power to produce effects by collective action” 
(p. 75). 
 Notwithstanding these strengths, it is appropriate to also highlight some of the 
limitations of the research stated in this thesis. Firstly, while the investigations in this thesis 
provided the first set of team resilience studies in sport psychology, it should be 
acknowledged that the research is at an exploratory stage. For example, the definition and 
conceptualisation of team resilience revealed in Study 1 were based upon a series of focus 
group discussions with members of elite sports teams. It is important to recognise that data 
generated from such approaches are situated within the discussion that occurs in a particular 
context (cf. Billig, 1991) and therefore, conceptual clarity and meanings are not fixed or 
bound. Furthermore, while discussions of team members’ shared experiences of team 
resilience is a strength, is should be recognised that the norms that exist in groups can 
influence what individuals say or do not say. Individuals may conform to others’ views even 
if they do not necessarily agree with each other (King & Horrocks, 2010). It was also stated 
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in Study 1 that the presence of coaches in focus group discussions might have provided 
alternative insights into the phenomenon of team resilience. When developing definitional 
and conceptual clarity, the perspective of coaches and those in team management roles might 
contribute to a further understanding of team resilience. 
 Second, the resilient characteristics identified in Study 1 provided an insight into what 
a resilient team ‘looks like’. However, recent team resilience research in other settings such 
as organisational behaviour have identified other protective characteristics including quality 
of emotional expression (Stephens et al., 2013), collective awareness of stressors and the 
ability to take corrective action (Carmeli et al., 2013). Therefore, it is possible that as team 
resilience research expands, other attributes of resilient teams will be identified which buffer 
groups from the potentially harmful effects of stressors. Furthermore, although the findings 
of this thesis identified a number of resilient characteristics, these were not correlated with a 
measure of stressors. Therefore, the protective nature of team resilience characteristics cannot 
be confirmed without quantitative testing of the relationships between resilient characteristics 
and stressors or adversities.  
 Third, the team resilience processes identified in Study 2 emerged through the 
narrative analysis of autobiographies. Sport autobiographies contain expressions of personal 
lives involving the recall of past experiences. The use of autobiographies in sport psychology 
is an emerging area of qualitative research in sport psychology and perhaps, because of this, 
there is some debate about the merits of such approaches. For example, Collins, MacNamara, 
and McCarthy (2016) expressed a somewhat skeptical view of the use of analyses of 
autobiographies in sport psychology research. Specifically, they argued that recall bias 
present particular limitations of such approaches especially if they involve ghost writers. 
However, Howells and Fletcher (2015) argued that autobiographies provide researchers with 
rich opportunities to explore psychosocial aspects of sport and involve the same rigour and 
analysis as other methods. Indeed, Newman, Howells, and Fletcher (in press) stated that “ . . . 
perhaps a more fundamental point worth emphasising is that qualitative research is by its 
very nature subjective . . . so attempts to enforce epistemological or procedural impositions 
on researchers is, in our opinion, contrary and counterproductive” (p. 9). Addressing the 
potential limitation of ghostwriters for methodological quality, Sparkes and Stewart (2016) 
argued that: 
If the ghostwriter is a problem for sporting autobiographies then it is equally a 
problem for qualitative researchers who generate data from interviews and then write 
about the lives of others . . . As we speak about the people we study, we also speak for 
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them (p. 116). 
Overall, therefore, in the context of this thesis, it is reasonable to acknowledge that as  
sporting autobiographies are emerging as an analytical resource for qualitative researchers in 
sport psychology, debate remains about the selection of this method. 
 Fourth, another limitation of this thesis is that the sample sizes employed in Study 3 
and 4 were relatively small which limits generalisability. Although ethnography typically 
involves smaller sample sizes, it should be acknowledged that such research is limited to the 
context of the participants during the investigation. Moreover, the findings of Study 2, 3, and 
4 all involved the sport of rugby union. The potential transferability of this research requires 
further investigations in other team sports competing at similar levels involving both male 
and female participants. Regarding the intervention in Study 4, it is also important to 
acknowledge that the non-randomised sampling employed also limits statistical 
generalisability. Furthermore, while attempts were made to select a comparison group as 
similar as possible to the intervention group, it is appropriate to apply some caution with 
comparison of outcomes. For example, the comparison group competed at a higher level of 
competition (semi-professional) than the intervention group (amateur) while the resources of 
the comparison group were significantly larger than that of the intervention team. Another 
possible limitation is that while the quasi-experimental design employed in Study 4 provided 
quantitative assessments of pre/post between-group differences, this did not address how and 
why the intervention ‘worked’. More in-depth qualitative research would be required to better 
understand such important questions surrounding interventions. 
Fifth, while Chapter 6 reported the findings of the longest intervention in team 
resilience research to date, one sports season does not necessarily constitute longitudinal 
research. Indeed, sport psychology researchers have regarded one season of study as a 
minimum in the area of team dynamics (cf. Brawley & Paskevich, 1997). It should also be 
acknowledged that while this thesis has discussed team resilience as a temporal and dynamic 
phenomenon, the intervention did not include multiple time points (i.e., mid-season or 
follow-up measures) for the assessment of perceived changes in measures of team resilience 
characteristics and processes. Moreover, when compared with individual-level resilience 
research in other contexts (e.g., developmental psychology), research has been conducted 
over several years (Vanderbilt-Adriance & Shaw, 2008; Werner & Smith, 1992). While 
longitudinal research is sparse in the area of team dynamics (cf. Salas et al., 2005), there are 
examples of investigations that tracked changes in team processes ranging from 12 months to 
several years (see e.g., Douglas & Gardner, 2004; Hoegl, Weinkauf, & Gemuenden, 2004). 
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Furthermore, in Chapter 4, while the narrative analysis identified team resilience processes 
based on the team’s seven year existence, it was acknowledged that the recall of previous 
experiences may be reinterpreted over time, albeit the analysis of autobiographies were 
‘triangulated’ by comparing information across members of the same team.  
 Sixth, another limitation of this thesis is that the measures used in Chapter 6 were not 
measures of team resilience per se. Rather they represented measures of proxy variables that 
assessed participants’ perceptions of the team’s psychosocial protective characteristics and 
processes used in the context of a team resilience intervention. However, since no measure of 
team resilience in psychology exists, it should be noted that the selection of proxy measures 
of the resilient characteristics and processes were developed and justified through systematic 
exploratory qualitative investigations of team resilience as a scientific construct. Therefore, 
the measures utilised were selected for their conceptual appropriateness for a study of team 
resilience. Moreover, importantly, participants completed proxy measures in the context of a 
team resilience intervention thus enhancing the relevance of the utilisation of the measures. 
Notwithstanding this, given the infancy of team resilience research, further theoretical 
grounding is required to ensure that a relevant measure is developed.  
 Seventh, while the specific focus of this thesis was to investigate team resilience, it is 
acknowledged that teams consist of individuals who often exist within the wider context of 
an organisation. A consideration of the impact of multilevel interactions might point to other 
influences on team resilience due to stressors operating at multiple levels (e.g., family, 
organisational, community, cultural). Furthermore, at the elite level of sport, when one 
considers that teams often consist of individuals with multiple nationalities and varied 
cultural and religious experiences, the potential impact of sociocultural influences on a 
team’s resilience should be recognised. Indeed, resilience researchers have argued that 
resilience might vary in meaning across individual, family, organisational, and cultural lines 
(cf. Southwick et al., 2014; Ungar, 2008, 2010). While the identification of protective 
characteristics, processes, and development strategies provides an important insight into team 
functioning during stressors, it should be acknowledged that other perspectives exist (e.g., 
biological, psychophysiological, neurodynamic) which one should take into account when 
developing explanations of resilience (Cicchetti, 2010). 
Finally, while team resilience is conceived as a positive and desirable construct in this 
thesis, a limitation, perhaps, is the possibility that dysfunctional aspects exist such as team 
members pushing their bodies beyond acceptable limits (cf. Galli, 2016). For example, in 
Chapter 5, folk terms to describe team resilience development included “putting your body 
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on the line”, “intensity”, and “put your head in where it hurts”. Although a high level of 
physical commitment and intensity is a necessity in a collision sport such as rugby union, the 
welfare of athletes needs to be monitored to protect their longer-term health. Furthermore, 
potentially undesirable aspects of team resilience could occur if there is conformity to 
unethical or vulnerable behaviour. While a strong and selfless team culture is important, it 
should not be at the expense of sacrificing one’s health and wellbeing as a ‘badge of honour’. 
Indeed, some researchers have identified the potential risks of deviant behaviour where team 
members are expected to participate in humiliating and degrading activity (cf. Waldron & 
Kowalski, 2009), and accept pain knowing the risk of long term overuse injury (Cavallerio, 
Wadey, & Wagstaff, 2016). Team leaders should pay close attention to the potentially 
dysfunctional aspects of team resilience such as overconformity “for the good of the team” 
and challenge norms that are unacceptable (cf. Galli, 2016; Kowalski & Waldron, 2010). 
Interestingly, recent psychological resilience research conducted by Lipowski et al., (2016) 
revealed partial support for resilience as a protective factor for youth athletes against risky 
behaviour (e.g., drugs, alcohol, high-risk sex) with varying effects according to gender and 
participation in sport. However, their results also suggested that the presence of risks and 
undesirable behaviour presents challenges for coaches and practitioners in the sport context 
and that particular attention should be directed at between-gender differences. 
7.26 Future research directions. This thesis offers resilience researchers and those 
investigating team dynamics a number of potentially fruitful avenues for future research. 
These can be categorised into four broad areas: research design, measurement issues, 
consideration of other group dynamic variables, and performance. 
This thesis has advanced the team resilience literature by describing some temporal 
aspects of team resilience. Longitudinal research conducted over several seasons of a team’s 
existence would make a significant contribution to the body of knowledge in this area. For 
example, future research could include measures at multiple points across seasons. Indeed, an 
urgent need exists to conduct follow-up assessments of psychosocial interventions in sport 
(Brown & Fletcher, 2016). Extending the use of the ethnographic approaches employed in 
Chapter 5 over several seasons presents intriguing opportunities to explore how protective 
processes unfold over time and during changes to team dynamics (e.g., new team members 
arriving, new coaching personnel, fluctuating performance). Moreover, the use of participant 
observation (i.e., as a team member) will provide valuable insights into team resilience 
mechanisms over time. To illustrate, understanding an individual’s experience of social 
identity offers an interesting perspective on a team’s resilience. Regarding the use of 
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quantitative methods, in a review of sport resilience research, Galli and Gonzalez (2015) 
proposed that “longitudinal studies using advanced statistical modeling techniques will allow 
researchers to explore resilience pathways and trajectories in sport” (p. 254). Specifically, 
Galli and Gonzalez recommended the use of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) and Latent 
Growth Mixture Modeling (LGMM) as appropriate quantitative approaches to study 
resilience processes over time. Furthermore, Galli (2016) recommended the use of 
longitudinal designs to establish greater causality between protective factors and positive 
adaptation during stressors. 
Longitudinal research designs should also shed further light on the specific role of the 
protective characteristics and processes identified in this thesis during stressors. Future team 
resilience research might also explore which protective psychosocial resources are most 
effective during particular stressors. For example, in Chapters 4 and 6, transformational 
leadership was particularly evident during earlier phases of a team’s development whereas 
social identity appeared to develop more gradually. Related to this, a number of group-level 
psychology researchers have argued that the temporal dynamics of teams involve two 
aspects: firstly, episodic tasks whereby teams must complete different processes at different 
times, in accordance with specific tasks and cyclical patterns; second, developmental 
progression, which elucidates how teams change and mature over time (Kozlowski, Gully, 
Nason, & Smith, 1999; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Mathieu et al., 2008). From this 
perspective, team processes are viewed as “emergent phenomena” (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, 
p. 80). Similarly, Bonnano and Diminich (2013) proposed the terms ‘emergent resilience’ 
(i.e., positive adjustment during chronic stressors) and ‘minimal-impact resilience’ (i.e., 
positive adjustment during isolated, single-incident stressors) to characterise temporal 
resilience trajectories. Using longitudinal designs, future team resilience research should 
apply these temporal frameworks to map the protective characteristics and processes 
described in this thesis over time. 
There are two aspects related to the design of team resilience interventions that 
provide opportunities for future research. A need exists to employ randomised sampling 
techniques (cf. Teddie & Yu, 2007) for team resilience intervention designs in accordance 
with studies of psychological resilience to enhance statistical power and generalisability (see, 
for a review, Robertson, Cooper, Sarkar, & Curran, 2014). Statistical power has been 
recognised as a limitation of team-level interventions in sport psychology (Kleinert et al., 
2012) and therefore, this represents an important aspect of advancing research in this field. 
Future research should also ensure that intervention content demonstrates “conceptual clarity 
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and consistency” (Robertson et al., 2014, p. 557) by building upon empirical team resilience 
research. Notwithstanding the importance of enhancing scientific control, team resilience 
researchers should recognise the benefits of conducting post-intervention process evaluations 
as a supplementary analysis of an intervention. Randall et al. (2007) argued that participants’ 
accounts of the intervention experience present “rich sources of data” (p. 1204). Importantly, 
since team resilience is conceptualised as a temporal phenomenon, process evaluations 
provide appropriate methods to capture participants’ perspectives of positively adapting to 
stressors over time. Finally, Nielsen et al. (2006) recommended the use of process 
evaluations to help explain positive or negative intervention outcomes. 
A need exists to develop a scientific measure of team resilience that is specific to the 
sport context. This thesis primarily employed qualitative methods to develop greater 
definitional and conceptual clarity since no other team resilience studies exist in sport and 
little research has been conducted in other areas of psychology. Indeed, Galli and Gonzalez 
(2015) recently argued that qualitative methods “serve as an ideal starting point for the 
construction of a valid and reliable measurement for sport resilience” (p. 252). Therefore, 
future research should draw on the findings of this thesis to operationalise and develop a 
multilevel measure (i.e., individual and team) of team resilience. For example, researchers 
might use exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis based on the characteristics of team 
resilience using item generation, expert panels, and cognitive interviews. Recently, Galli 
(2016) also recommended that team resilience researchers follow the direction of 
psychological resilience research suggesting that quantitative designs include the 
operationalisation of each constituent of the resilience process (i.e., adversity, positive 
adaptation, and protective factors). When operationalising positive adaptation, Galli (2016) 
proposed that researchers might choose one or more outcomes such as lack of team conflict 
or maintenance of cohesion. 
Furthermore, in the review of team resilience research in Chapter 2, I explained that 
few studies have provided a clear team level conceptualisation of the construct and therefore, 
the basis for the use of measures is often not explained. In Chapters 3 and 4, I also suggested 
that operationalisation and measurement should be developed in accordance with typologies 
that guide researchers on extending concepts from individual to team levels (cf. Chan, 1998; 
Chen, Wallace, & Thomas, 2005; Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999). Indeed, Chan (1998) 
proposed a number of components when developing multilevel constructs from individual to 
group levels: additive, direct consensus, referent-shift consensus, dispersion, and process 
composition. To illustrate, a referent-shift consensus approach shifts the referent in a 
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construct from the individual to the team. Meneghel et al. (2016) used Chan’s referent-shift 
consensus model to develop a measure of collection emotions to explore its relationship with 
team resilience. Galli (2016) also reinforced the importance of researchers accounting for 
both individual and team factors when examining team resilience. Development of a team 
resilience measure would not only assist practitioners but for those researchers wishing to 
conduct interventions over a prolonged period of time, a measure would avoid the intrusion 
of using numerous measures of proxy variables. While this may seem an innocuous point, 
team interventions require considerable resources not only for researchers but also for 
participants and completion of measures at multiple points requires an efficient assessment 
tool to sustain participant involvement. 
In this thesis, a number of recurring explanations were proposed to elucidate the link 
between team resilience characteristics, processes, development strategies, and optimal group 
functioning. Explanations included reference to concepts such as coordination (cf. Eccles, 
2010; Eccles & Tenenbaum, 2004), shared mental models (cf. Cannon-Bowers et al., 1993) 
and constructive sensemaking (cf. Weick, 1993). For example, shared team leadership 
appeared to enhance team resilience by boosting coordination during stressors, while team 
learning seemed to enhance team resilience by strengthening a team’s shared mental model of 
how to operate during setbacks. Further examination of the relationship between team 
resilience and these concepts requires further investigation. The influence of these concepts 
resonates with comprehensive reviews of team dynamics in other areas of psychology 
(Mathieu et al., 2008; Salas et al., 2005). In particular, as mentioned in Chapter 5, Salas et al. 
(2005) identified a number of “coordinating mechanisms” (p. 555) within team environments 
that are essential for team success. These included shared mental models, closed-loop 
communication, and mutual trust. Salas et al. proposed that these factors have distinctive 
roles during stressful situations. Indeed, sport psychology researchers have recently 
suggested that an understanding of how to develop shared mental models in competitive team 
sport environments is likely to be essential for effective group functioning (cf. Bourbousson, 
Poizat, Saury, & Seve, 2010c; Bourbousson et al., 2011; Filho, Gershgoren, Basevitch, 
Schinke, & Tenenbaum, 2014) and to sustain performance during stressors (cf. Giske, 
Rodahl, & Hoigaard, 2015). Future team resilience research should further explore the 
relationship between shared mental models and team resilience processes to better understand 
how to train coaches and team members to develop teams that can perform ‘on the same 
wavelength’ during stressors.  
Related to this area, another promising avenue for team resilience research concerns 
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team information processing during stressors. For example, this thesis drew attention to the 
role of constructive sensemaking (cf. Weick, 1993). Furthermore, Zaccaro et al. (2001) 
proposed that the concept of collective metacognition is critical for team performance in 
dynamic environments. Metacognition refers to the process of reflecting on and controlling 
one’s thoughts (Flavell, 1979). Interestingly, metacognitions was a central component of 
Fletcher and Sarkar’s (2012) model of psychological resilience in sport. Zaccaro et al. argued 
that collective metacognition (i.e., team-level awareness and control over cognitions) is a 
potentially influential factor during stressors and future research should explore how team 
resilience processes such as team learning (e.g., to stimulate constructive metacognitions), 
transformational leadership (e.g., to provide a sense of perspective during stressors), and 
shared team leadership (e.g., to develop common interpretations of setbacks) might positively 
influence team information processing. 
In the last decade, researchers have advocated the study of multilevel perspectives to 
consider biological aspects of resilient functioning (Cicchetti, 2010; Cicchetti & Curtis, 
2007). Such perspectives represent new avenues of research, not only for psychological 
resilience, but also for those researchers investigating groups. Recently, Cicchetti (2010) 
explained the rationale for consideration of areas such as neuroscience as part of a multilevel 
approach:  
Until the past decade, the empirical study of resilience predominantly focused on 
behavioural and psychosocial correlates of, and contributors to, the phenomenon 
[resilience] and did not examine biological correlates or contributors. These studies 
were undertaken prior to the inception of modern techniques for examining the 
molecular genetic, neural, and biological correlates of human behaviour and 
development (p. 146/7). 
In the area of sport psychology, Meggs et al. (2016) conducted a quantitative 
investigation of psychological resilience and identified physiological correlates of resilience 
(i.e., cortisol levels). They proposed that future research should assess other physiological 
indices (e.g., heart rate variability). Within team resilience research, Stevens et al. (2015) also 
recognised the importance of understanding team members’ responses to stressors and 
adopted a neurodynamic approach using electroencephalography (EEG) and behavioural 
observation data during a military simulation exercise. This provided an insight into the 
“operating rhythms” (p. 337) during stressors (e.g., changes in cognitive organisation). Future 
team resilience research should build on the qualitative research in this thesis and develop 
multilevel approaches to generate a more holistic understanding of optimal team functioning 
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during stressors. The integration of biological and psychological aspects has potential to 
enhance our knowledge of intervention design for team functioning. Identifying underlying 
neural mechanisms in different brain regions during stressors (e.g., during team simulations) 
would provide new insights into optimal team resilience. However, in accordance with 
Cicchetti (2010), when conducting multilevel research, researchers should still retain a focus 
on the dynamic, contextually-specific nature of resilience. 
This thesis pointed to the essential role of developing quality relationships for team 
resilience. A promising area for future research involves the concept of social contagion, 
which refers to the transfer, or spreading of attitudes, emotions, and behaviour between 
individuals in group settings (see, for a review, Levy & Nail, 1993). Recently, Boss and 
Kleinert (2015) proposed that social contagion sheds light on group dynamics during 
stressors since the alignment of perceptions, evaluations, and appraisals between team 
members will likely influence their subsequent responses (i.e., emotions, thoughts, 
behaviour). Boss and Kleinert’s (2015) experimental research in coactive groups pointed to 
the importance of contagion effects in the context of how group relationships are defined. 
Moll, Jordet, and Pepping (2010) also reported positive spreading effects of emotional 
contagion during soccer penalty shootouts following post-shot manipulation of team 
members’ behaviour (e.g., using celebratory responses). Furthermore, part of the intervention 
in Chapter 6 involved raising team members’ individual and collective awareness of the 
contagious effects (positive or negative) of others’ emotions and behaviour during stressors. 
In Chapters 4 and 5, positive emotional exchanges (e.g., putdown humor, banter, enjoyment) 
were identified as important psychosocial strategies to enhance team resilience. Taking these 
points together, researchers should investigate the concept of social contagion to further 
explain how the ‘ripple effects’ (Barsade, 2002) of team members’ responses during stressors 
influences optimal group functioning.  
Finally, future research should explore the relationship between team resilience and 
performance. Indeed, Galli (2016) observed that team performance as an indicator of positive 
adaptation has been overlooked. The effects of team resilience interventions in training and 
competition provide interesting opportunities to examine changes in performance outcomes. 
To illustrate, both objective (e.g., win-loss records, error counts/reduction) and subjective 
(e.g., mood, satisfaction, perceived stress and wellbeing) aspects could be examined. 
Furthermore, future research might examine the effects of team resilience interventions on 
specific performance related facets of the characteristics and processes described in this 
thesis. For example, observations of changes in the type and frequency of verbal 
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communication, body language exhibited during stressors, collective responses to team 
errors, monitoring behaviour, and communication patterns will provide valuable indicators of 
performance. Interestingly, Entin and Serfaty (1999) reported that team communication 
during high stress conditions revealed different patterns when compared with lower stress 
scenarios. Specifically, Entin and Serfaty found that there was a shift away from explicit 
communication during high stress toward implicit communication as a consequence of more 
developed shared mental models of how to collectively function during stressors. This 
resonates with research reported by Driskell et al. (1999) in which team performance was 
impaired during stressful situations due to a shift in team perspective from a collective 
orientation towards an individualistic self-focus. Exploring the perceived benefits for team 
performance following team resilience training through targeted workshops, education 
programs, and coaching strategies for complex interactive tasks during pressurised situations 
also present opportunities for researchers. 
7.3 Conclusion 
 In conclusion, I address the research questions and hypotheses in this thesis by 
providing a summary of the findings and their meaning for each study.  
Study One  
1. To develop a definition of team resilience in elite sport. 
2. To identify the resilient characteristics of elite sport teams. 
Team resilience was defined as a dynamic, psychosocial process which protects a 
group of individuals from the potential negative effect of the stressors they collectively 
encounter. It comprises of processes whereby team members use their individual and 
combined resources to positively adapt when experiencing adversity. Findings revealed four 
main resilient characteristics of elite sport teams: group structure, mastery approaches, social 
capital, and collective efficacy. This study provided greater definitional and conceptual 
clarity of resilience at a team level and the findings suggested that team resilience is an 
important capacity in sport since it enables groups to withstand stressors at two different 
levels (i.e., individual and team). Furthermore, the resilient characteristics identified are a set 
of resources peculiar to groups and indicate that a resilient team is likely to be more than the 
sum of a collection of resilient individuals.  
Study Two  
1. To identify the psychosocial processes underpinning team resilience in elite sport. 
 Findings revealed five main psychosocial processes underpinning team resilience: 
transformational leadership, shared team leadership, team learning, social identity, and 
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positive emotions. An examination of narrative structure within the autobiographies revealed 
a progressive narrative form characterised by a collective positive evaluation of setbacks. 
This study extended Study 1 by going beyond the identification of resilient characteristics to 
explaining underpinning psychosocial processes. These processes explained how team 
resilience involves the active mobilisation of a team’s individual and group resources to 
withstand stressors in the pursuit of optimal sport performance. Therefore, the cultivation of 
team resilience processes may be pivotal over time in protecting teams from the potentially 
harmful effects of stressors and adversity. 
Study Three 
1. To investigate how the psychosocial mechanisms underlying team resilience can be 
developed in competitive sport. 
A season-long ethnography was conducted to achieve an in-depth investigation of team 
resilience through prolonged fieldwork. The findings revealed a number of developmental 
team resilience strategies: Inspiring, motivating, and challenging team members to achieve 
performance excellence, developing a team regulatory system based on ownership and 
accountability, cultivating a team identity and togetherness based on a selfless culture, expose 
the team to challenging training, unexpected and difficult situations, and promoting 
enjoyment and keeping a positive outlook during stressors. This study advanced team 
resilience research by identifying key psychosocial strategies that mobilise a team’s 
coordinative adaptive resources over time in accordance with the stressors it encounters, and 
as part of building a resilient team culture. The findings provided practitioners with a 
platform for the design of team resilience interventions in competitive sports teams. 
Study Four 
The research objective of Study 4 was to conduct a team resilience intervention to 
quantitatively assess pre/post between-group changes in measures of resilient characteristics 
and psychosocial processes of competitive sports teams. The following hypotheses were 
proposed: 
Following intervention exposure: 
1. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for transformational leadership in the 
intervention group.  
2. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for social identity in the intervention 
group. 
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3. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for collective efficacy in the intervention 
group. 
4. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for perceived relationship quality in the 
intervention group. 
5. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for perceived motivational climate in the 
intervention group. 
6. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for shared leadership in the intervention 
group. 
7. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for positive emotions in the intervention 
group. 
8. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for team learning in the intervention 
group. 
9. There will be a significant difference between an intervention and comparison group 
as a result of increases in the change scores for team attributions (stability and team 
control) in the intervention group. 
The findings revealed significant increases in the intervention group’s post-intervention 
scores in comparison to the control group across the majority of measures (transformational 
leadership, social identity, collective efficacy, perceived relationship quality, perceived 
motivational climate, shared leadership, team learning, stability and team control aspects of 
team-referent attributions). Non-significant results were found for positive emotions. This 
study pointed to the effectiveness of psychosocial team resilience interventions to protect 
teams from the potentially harmful consequences of stressors. The findings of this study 
showed that a team’s resilience was developed through a season-long psychosocial 
intervention through the mobilisation of collective resources during stressors. This indicates 
the potential for team resilience development based on enhancing the combined resources 
that exist in teams. 
Finally, psychological resilience has been recognised as an important construct in sport 
(Fletcher & Sarkar, 2012, 2013; Galli & Gonzalez, 2015; Galli & Vealey, 2008; Gucciardi et 
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al., 2011). Recently, resilience research in other areas of psychology has shifted away from 
the study of individuals toward the study of teams (Bennett et al., 2010; Blatt, 2009; West et 
al., 2009). While psychological resilience research in sport has advanced, the scientific study 
of team-level resilience has been overlooked, despite the extensiveness of team sport 
participation and the challenges presented by team-level stressors (Galli & Gonzalez, 2015; 
Yukelson & Weinberg, 2016). Therefore, this thesis addressed the importance of resilience at 
the team level in sport. A main contribution of this thesis to the sport and psychology 
literature is that it represents the first systematic and comprehensive investigation of team 
resilience. This thesis also extended psychological resilience research in sport by developing 
definitional and conceptual clarity at the team level and advancing our knowledge of the 
construct within the sport context. Moreover, the identification of psychological 
characteristics and protective processes provides a framework for those working with teams 
to profile and develop team resilience by actively mobilising key psychosocial resources. 
This thesis also reported that team resilience is a temporal process and should be developed 
in accordance with stressors and the stage of a team’s development. The completion of the 
first team resilience intervention has contributed to the study of team dynamics in sport 
psychology by providing strong transfer of research findings to enhance the professional 
practice of those working with teams (cf. Kleinert et al., 2012). While team resilience is a 
growing area in psychology, further quantitative and qualitative research approaches are now 
required to develop a scientific measure, to explore the relationship between team resilience 
and other group constructs, and to integrate knowledge from different psychological 
disciplines such as organisational psychology and neuroscience. 
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Section 1: Focus Group Guide  
Thank you for choosing to take part in this project.   
The purpose of this project is to explore what team resilience means to you and your team members. The aim is to discuss how teams 
withstand setbacks and what the key resilient qualities of such teams are. This is important for optimal team performance in competitive sport 
and can help those working with teams understand how to deal with challenging situations. A group interview is being held as I would like you 
to discuss your shared experiences and thoughts of being involved in competitive sport teams. I am also holding interviews with other groups of 
professional, international, and Olympic teams to explore team resilience in elite sport. 
The session will be organised as group discussion where I would like you to make your own comments whilst considering and responding to 
the thoughts and comments of others in the group. I will help to coordinate the discussion. At the end of each section, there will be an 
opportunity for you to add anything that you felt was important and not covered in the questions asked. Do you have any questions about what I 
have talked about so far? If you have any questions as we go along please ask them if at any time you do not understand what I am asking and 
need some clarification. 
I want to learn more about resilient teams because it might help our understanding about how they overcome adversity and setbacks during 
their development to become even more effective. The findings from this project will be used in a variety of ways: 
 To write up the research for publication in a peer-reviewed journal or conference 
 To contribute towards the completion of a PhD and enhance the research profile of the University  
 To provide further information for sport psychologists, coaches and team personnel about developing resilient teams. 
Participant Information    
I would like to emphasise that all the information you provide me with will remain completely confidential. In the presentation of the results I may 
want to use selected quotes from our discussions in order to illustrate important ideas. These will be strictly anonymous and I will ensure that 
participants’ identities are protected. I will be using a voice recorder to get complete and accurate information and to make the research 
process more efficient. This procedure is also necessary so that I will be able to make a typed transcript for later scrutiny and reference. 
As a participant in this study you have several rights. Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to decline to answer any questions 
I will be asking or stop the discussions at any point. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions I will be asking.  I hope, therefore, 
that you will answer the questions in a candid and straightforward way. If there any questions that you are not comfortable answering I would 
rather you decline to comment than tell me what you think I or others might want to hear. So if you would prefer not to answer a question, 
simply state “no comment” and I will move straight onto the next question. 
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Instructions 
I would like you to keep in mind the following during the discussions: 
1. I will be asking you about your experiences as an [athlete, coach, support person etc] participating in team sport.  This will involve you 
thinking back to events and incidents that have occurred during your team sport career.  You might be recalling events and incidents 
that occurred outside the team sport environment that may be relevant to the discussion.  As you will be recalling information from 
previous experiences, you might not be able to immediately remember some things.  Please take your time. Pauses are fine.  There are 
no right or wrong answers. If you cannot remember, after trying, think back, please let me know, but please do not guess.  Feel free to 
share your point of view even if it differs from what others have said.  Don’t feel like you have to respond to me all the time.  Feel free to 
have a conversation with one another about these questions. I am here to ask questions, listen, and make sure everyone has a chance 
to share. We’re interested in hearing from each of you. 
2. When you going through this recall, keep in mind that I am interested in the team as a unit and how events affected the team as well as 
how the team overcame setbacks. Of equal interest is discussing any experiences where the team may not have managed to overcome 
certain obstacles.  Please try to recall the mood, atmosphere, and relationships and interactions within the  team.  Please also keep in 
mind that you can draw upon experiences both inside and outside of the team (e.g. think about how adversity/setbacks might have 
affected other areas in life, social, relationships, work). 
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Section Two 
In this section, I would like to learn more about the types of challenges, setbacks and obstacles your team has experienced in competitive sport. 
Question 
number 
Focus Group questions  
 
Participant probes  Interviewer notes 
1 
Can you tell me about the types of setbacks and challenging situations that 
your team has experienced? 
 
E: Would you elaborate on that? 
E: Could you say more about 
that? 
C: What do you mean by? 
 
 
2 
Tell me about the most challenging adversity your team has faced? Could you say some more 
about that?  
C: What do you mean by? 
 
3 Before we move on, would anyone like to add to what’s been said?   
 
Section Three 
Having discussed the types of setbacks and obstacles in team sport, I would like to learn more about what you think team resilience mean to your 
team and what you consider the characteristics of a resilient team might be.    
     Question 
    Number 
Focus Group questions  
 
Participant probes Interviewer notes 
  1 
 
Think of the most resilient team you know. What is it about the team that 
makes them resilient? 
 
 
E: Can you elaborate on that? 
E: Could you say some more on 
that? 
 
  2 
 
From your own shared experiences, what are the characteristics of a resilient 
team? 
E: Can you say some more on 
that? 
What do you mean by? 
What is it that makes it resilient? 
Be specific? 
List 
     3 
Before moving onto the final section, would anyone like to add to anything that 
has been said? 
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Section Four 
Drawing on the previous discussion, I would now like to discuss what team resilience means to you in your team. 
Question 
Number 
Focus Group Questions Participant probes          Interviewer notes 
1 
Based on your shared team experiences, can you tell me what ‘team 
resilience’ means to you? 
 
 
 E: Would you elaborate on 
that? 
 E: Could you give me more 
detail/examples? 
 
2 
From your experiences, and bearing in mind all that we have discussed so far, 
how would you define team resilience?  
 
 
 What do you mean by?  
 
Section Five 
Finally, I would now like to ask you some questions about the process today. 
     Question 
    Number 
Focus Group questions  
 
Participant probes Interviewer notes 
 
1 
 
How do you think the focus group went? 
 
  
2 
Did you think that you could discuss your experiences fully within the group? 
 
  
3 
Do you have comments or suggestions about the procedure and format of the 
focus group? 
 
  
4 
Finally, are there any relevant topics that you would like to discuss that I’ve 
missed? 
 
  
 
Thank you for participating in this study. 
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Participant Information Sheet 
 
Name of the main investigator:  
Paul Morgan, School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences, Loughborough University, Ashby 
Road., Loughborough, Leicestershire, LE11 3TU 
 
Email: paul.morgan@bucks.ac.uk   
 
Contact number: 01494 522141 ext. 4021 
 
Name of Research Supervisor:  
Dr. David Fletcher, School of Sport, Exercise and Health Sciences, Loughborough University, 
Ashby Road, Loughborough, Leicestershire, LE11 3TU. 
Contact: d.fletcher@lboro.ac.uk 
 
 1. What is the purpose of the study? 
The purpose of the research is to identify the factors that enhance team resilience for optimal sport 
performance. In particular, we are interested in finding out about how teams manage to withstand 
challenges and setbacks that can derail progress. We hope to achieve some exciting findings that 
will provide coaches and team members with information about how to work effectively through 
difficult circumstances and even find ways of benefitting from such experiences. From a research 
point of view, we wish to further scientific knowledge processes that enhance team resilience. 
 
2. Who is doing this research and why? 
Paul Morgan will be conducting the research. Paul is Head of Sport at Bucks New University and 
the research is part of his part-time PhD. Paul also works within the Sport Psychology Research 
Group at Loughborough University. To date, Paul has spent time running focus groups with 
Olympic, professional and international teams to learn about resilient teams. 
 
3.  Once I take part, can I change my mind? 
Yes!  After you have read this information sheet and asked any questions you may have, we will 
ask you to complete an Informed Consent Form. However, if at any time, before, during or after the 
sessions you wish to withdraw from the study please contact the main investigator (Paul Morgan).  
You can withdraw at any time, for any reason and you will not be asked to explain your reasons for 
withdrawing. 
 
4. Will I be required to attend any sessions and where will these be? 
During the course of the season, I would like to spend time with the team. The methods for the 
research project will include me observing various events so that I can familiarise myself with the 
team environment. At various points and when convenient to you, I would like to engage in informal 
discussions and, from time to time, more formal interviews or focus groups. When appropriate, I 
would also like to join you for meetings, training, and matches or simply informally around the club. 
All of this will be subject to discussion with your coaching team to ensure that my involvement is 
not distracting you or the coaches. 
 
5. How long will the study take? 
I am anticipating being involved in this research project for the majority of the season. Should I ask 
you for your participation in an interview or focus group at any point, I will confirm the expected 
length (typically 60 to 90 minutes). Notice will be given and arrangements will be made at your 
convenience.  
 
6. What personal information will be required from me? 
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No particular personal information will be required other than your name, background details and 
demographics about your involvement in the team or previous teams (e.g., playing history, roles, 
and age). 
7. Will data collected in this study be kept confidential and anonymous? 
Any information that is collected during the project will remain completely confidential. In 
presenting any findings of the project, I may want to use selected quotes from our discussions in 
order to illustrate important ideas. These will be strictly anonymous and participants’ identities will 
be protected in line with Loughborough University Ethics procedures.  
 
8.  Interviews and focus groups 
For some interviews, I may want to use a digital voice recorder because I don’t want to miss any of 
your comments. This procedure is also necessary so that I will be able to make a typed transcript 
for later scrutiny and reference. As a participant in this study you have several rights. Your 
participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to decline to answer any questions I may ask or 
stop the discussions/meetings at any point. Any audio recordings will be kept only for the duration 
of the PhD and subsequently deleted. During the project analysis stage, data will be stored on a 
personal PC only. 
 
9.  What will happen to the results of the study? 
The findings from this project will be used in a variety of ways: 
1. To provide information to sport psychologists, coaches and teams about ways to develop 
resilient teams 
2. To write up the research for publication in a peer-reviewed academic journal. 
3. To present the findings at a conference. 
4. Completion of a PhD  
10. What do I get for participating? 
1. The club will be presented with the findings from the research that enhances team 
resilience for optimal sport performance. 
2. Closer involvement with developing team resilience if this becomes of interest to the team. 
3. Participation at any relevant industry forums, networks, and events that may be of interest 
to coaching staff and players. 
11. I have some more questions who should I contact? 
Paul Morgan – see details at the beginning of this letter. 
 
12. What if I am not happy with how the research was conducted? 
If you are not happy with how the research was conducted, please contact the Mrs Zoe Stockdale, 
the Secretary for the University’s Ethics Approvals (Human Participants) Sub-Committee: 
 
Mrs Z Stockdale, Research Office, Rutland Building, Loughborough University, Epinal Way, 
Loughborough, LE11 3TU.  Tel: 01509 222423.  Email: Z.C.Stockdale@lboro.ac.uk 
 
The University also has a policy relating to Research Misconduct and Whistle Blowing which is 
available online at http://www.lboro.ac.uk/admin/committees/ethical/Whistleblowing(2).htm.   
 
I look forward to working with you during the course of the season. Should you wish to ask any 
questions at any time about the project, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kind regards 
 
 
Paul Morgan 
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Team Resilience in Competitive Sport 
 
 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM  
(to be completed after Participant Information Sheet has been read) 
 
 
The purpose and details of this study have been explained to me.  I 
understand that this study is designed to further scientific knowledge and that 
all procedures have been approved by the Loughborough University Ethical 
Approvals (Human Participants) Sub-Committee. 
 
I have read and understood the information sheet and this consent form. 
 
I have had an opportunity to ask questions about my participation. 
 
I understand that I am under no obligation to take part in the study. 
 
I understand that I have the right to withdraw from this study at any stage for 
any reason, and that I will not be required to explain my reasons for 
withdrawing. 
 
I understand that all the information I provide will be treated in strict 
confidence and will be kept anonymous and confidential to the researchers 
unless (under the statutory obligations of the agencies which the researchers 
are working with), it is judged that confidentiality will have to be breached for 
the safety of the participant or others.  
 
 
I agree to participate in this study. 
 
 
                    Your name 
 
 
 
              Your signature 
 
 
 
Signature of investigator  
 
 
 
 Date  August 2012 
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Appendix 4. Extract from Field Notes in Research Log (Pseudonyms are used for participants) 
 
Extract from Field Notes (23rd November, 2012; 12pm arrival; 7pm depart). Reflections 
1.30pm: This was a tougher fixture today for the team. The pre-match team talk was very impressive. The 
schedule was pinned up around the changing room for players to read as usual. Schedule: team briefing, 
individual skill sets, referee meetings, warm-up on the tiger turf [3G pitch area]. Players came back into the 
changing rooms.  
Danny, Andy and Rob [coaching team], all came into the changing rooms, and gave the team talk. Danny [Head 
Coach] said, “everyone come over this way please” [to the one side of the changing rooms]. He then started the 
team talk and said how this was going to be a tougher match. He talked about “accuracy”, “execution”, and “first 
fifteen minutes”. Danny said that the first 15 minutes in previous matches has been “woeful”. He wanted 
improvement today. He also talked about improving in various areas of team performance.  
 
Danny also challenged them individually today, asking the team, “what are you going to do to contribute to the 
overall team performance?” He has a effective use of voice, good eye contact, body language (calm, focused). He 
has a particular presence. The word “focus” was a key word throughout. Andy [Assistant Coach] then took over 
and started talking. He really began to ramp it up a bit more, he has a highly passionate way of speaking to the 
team. He talked about “intensity” and “tempo”. . . He was almost getting them to think a week ahead in terms of 
the intensity that will be required for the match against the league leaders away the following week. But today he 
talked about how their opponents are here on “our pitch”, the “ground is good”, “let’s let them have it, let’s have it 
fast”, “tempo and intensity”. 
 
Andy said to them that at half time, he would ask each person individually what their turnover count [getting the 
ball back] has been, what their penalty count has been, what has been their individual contribution?  
 
2.20pm: 10 minutes till kick-off. Andy said, “don’t be the f***** who let’s the team down by getting the yellow 
card [leaving the field for 10 minutes for a foul], and “ puts us at risk”. “This is a good group of people, all 20 of 
you (pause), well 19 plus Mike (players all laugh). “People keep asking me what’s the reason for the 
transformation this year – it’s very f****** simple, we are playing with more tempo and intensity”. 
(You could sense the discipline and intensity in the changing room at this moment, quite electric atmosphere). 
 
Danny emphasized starting the match well and that it’s about “setting the standards”. He repeated this several 
times.  
The coaching structure and balance of 
personalities is excellent. You have 
Danny, more mature, an old hand, father 
figure the team looks up to. He is 
cerebral and a master at communicating 
the bigger picture. Andy is young, a 
former team member, highly passionate, 
takes no prisoners. Rob is calm, steady 
hand, measured in approach and 
communications. Collectively, they are 
a powerful unit. 
(alignment with inspiring, aspirational, 
emotive, challenging team members). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Promoting accountability) 
 
 
Sustained emphasis on high standards & 
frequent referencing of this during the 
season and particularly since 
disappointing defeat a few weeks ago 
(promoting ownership & accountability) 
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I noticed the motto on the changing room wall at that moment (“Character is defined by doing what’s right when 
no one is looking”).  
This quote really resonates with their 
team ethos and culture/coach/team 
mission. Quote is from JC Watt, US 
politician and former quarterback for 
Oklahoma. 
Extracts from Field notes: January 5th (home match following recent unexpected defeat; currently still top 
of league; arrived 1pm, left 6pm). 
Reflections 
1.40pm: Danny said that today represented a fresh start and a huge opportunity to start the year. He said he was 
“f******” excited. “ I want you to impose yourselves on the game . . . some of you owe the club . . .let’s make 
sure we set high standards, there are no second chances”. 
 
Andy then said “some new boys have come in at the start of the year, it’s a fresh start . . . all bets are off . . . if you 
perform, you get the jersey. If you don’t, someone else will take it. Don’t come complaining to me if you don’t 
get selected”. 
 
 
 
Rob said, “ we collectively agreed that we would take positive frustrations [from the disappointing defeat last 
match] out in the next game. That performance wasn’t good enough but we collectively agreed to improve . . . we 
also agreed that perhaps we had too much of a swagger and arrogance about us off the pitch and a bit of a drop in 
performance on it. We need to flip that around . . . we need to lose that arrogance. 
Danny finished off by saying, “let’s get the fun back . . . let’s play with smile back on our faces again”. 
Great banter in the changing room after that. They went out for the warm-up. 
Clever way of introducing ‘second half 
thinking’ I thought. Promoting bigger 
picture of their season. 
 
Andy’s tone showed a different 
approach with more responsibility being 
transferred to the team and less reliance 
on coaches. Clear change of direction 
since defeat before Xmas. 
 
Interesting highlight of ensuring a 
selfless culture is maintained. Coaches 
talked to me about their arrogance, been 
noticeable. 
(culture, togetherness, identity) 
Clever alternating styles from coaching 
team. Finishing with the Head Coach 
focusing on promoting enjoyment, 
keeping perspective despite defeat. 
(Inspiring approaches) 
(Promotion of enjoyment, perspective) 
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Extract from Reflexive Diary 
 
Sat 3rd November:  After the match, Mike (scrum half) patted me on the back as he went 
back to the changing rooms. I really appreciated this and this was the first time I felt a more 
personal connection with the group . . . I felt as though some connection was there. It was 
nice that the coach was there too as Danny was talking to me just then. The fact that Danny 
was next to me when Mike patted me on the back would hopefully show him that the players 
were appreciating me being around. Andy (coach) also gave me a tap on the shoulder so I felt 
that being around the team today a respect was beginning to emerge. For the first time, I 
didn’t feel such a “professional stranger”. This team thrives on commitment from others so it 
is natural that perhaps the more I show my face, the more I will get back from them. You 
have to earn your respect in this sport. It was nice to feel an affinity and camaraderie with 
them at that moment. I was conscious of making sure I was seen helping out, picking up kit, 
contributing. I am conscious of my presence, and I don’t want to force conversations. I want 
it to be a natural development being part of the group, it’s a tricky balance to get right.  
 
Tues 20th November, training: Attending the team selection meeting with just the coaching 
group does feel a breakthrough in my presence around the team. It feels pretty special being 
inside the heart of the team. One player said to me, “you should bring your kit down!”.  I 
noticed I was chatting to the players and coaches more and more. They seem interested in 
what I am doing, one player (Ken) asked me whether I could provide some psychology 
sessions for the team. This took me by surprise and I said that my role was very much to 
listen and learn from them in a researcher role. But I was hoping to play a role in the 
following season should the coaches wish it. 
 
Sat 27 November: At the away match today (4 hours drive), when I arrived at the team hotel, 
I was surprised to hear one of the player’s say, “that’s dedication for you!” as I entered the 
meeting room. This made me realize how I was being seen by the team and that they did 
notice when I was around. They seemed to appreciate me being there today. Made me realize 
that no matter how challenging it is in a professional stranger role, sometimes, it is important 
just to be present, it was worth it. The coaches all shook my hand as I sat down with them. 
Was great to feel appreciated. It was difficult not to feel a bond with these people who had 
allowed me into their inner core. In the match today, the team had failed to adapt to the 
conditions. Torrential rain, gales. I wondered whether the coaches were a little too controlling 
at times, and wondered if this was a factor in their defeat as they did not seem to know how 
to respond. Under pressure, they seemed to go quiet, they would only hear Andy’s voice from 
the sideline.  
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TEAM RESILIENCE STUDY 
 
Thank you for expressing an interest in this study. The purpose of the research is to explore how teams react to and deal 
with pressurised situations. 
 
The study initially involves completing seven questionnaires contained within this document. There will be specific 
instructions for completing each questionnaire. Each questionnaire will take about 5 to 10 minutes to respond to. Please 
ensure that you have set aside enough time to complete the entire document as incomplete questionnaires cannot 
be used. 
 
Participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You do not have to take part if you do not want to. If you decide to take part, 
you may withdraw at any time without giving a reason. Any information obtained in connection with this study will remain 
confidential. I will be the only person who will have access to the questionnaires. In addition, the results of this study will 
only be published or disclosed to other people in a way that will not identify you.  
 
All proposals for research using human participants are reviewed by an Ethics Committee before they can proceed. The 
Loughborough University Ethical Advisory Committee has reviewed and approved this proposal.   
 
Thank you for reading this information sheet. Should you at any time have further questions about participation in this study, 
please do not hesitate to contact me using the details below. 
 
Kind regards 
 
 
Paul Morgan BA MSc MA 
School of Sport, Exercise, and Health Sciences 
Loughborough University 
Loughborough 
Leicestershire 
LE11 3TU 
Tel: 01494 522141 
Email: P.Morgan@lboro.ac.uk 
 
If you understand the nature and purpose of this study and you consent to complete it, please provide me with a 
self-generated ID number below before continuing: 
 
Self-generated ID number:     
 
(E.g., if your initials are MS and you are born on the 22nd, your self-generated ID number would be MS22)    
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
Please complete the following to provide me with some details about yourself. 
 
Today: _______ date _______ month _______ year 
 
Name: _______________________________________       Age: _____ years  
 
Nationality: _________________ 
 
Club:         
 
Role in the team (circle):  
Captain Vice-captain  Team manager  Committee Member Player  
Physio  Head Coach  Coach   Other team role (please state): ______________ 
 
Length of time competing in this sport: ________ years 
Length of time competing for this club: ________  years  
 
Current performance status (circle one):       Full-time player          Part-time player 
 
Highest performance level achieved (circle one): 
     International                  Senior national  College/University 
     Regional                              Junior national  County    
     Club                              Other _______________________________ 
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TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer these questions in relation to your coach’s overall behaviours during training 
sessions: 
 
Please be completely honest in your answers - Your responses to the questions will be kept confidential, only the 
researcher will have access to this information. 
Please judge how frequently each statement fits your coach’s normal behaviour in training sessions: 
 
My Head Coach . . .  
 
Not 
at all 
 
Once 
in a 
while 
Some
times 
Fairly 
often 
All of the 
time 
1 
Tries to help us to work out how to solve problems 
 
 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
2 Treats each team member as an individual 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Talks optimistically about the future 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Helps team members to develop their strengths 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Talks in a way that makes me believe I can succeed 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Gives me special recognition when I do very good work 1 2 3 4 5 
7 Talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished 1 2 3 4 5 
8 Gives us praise for our good play 1 2 3 4 5 
9 Gets me to re-think the way I do things 1 2 3 4 5 
10 Praises players when they show improvement 1 2 3 4 5 
11 Shows performers how to look at difficulties from a new angle 1 2 3 4 5 
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Callow, N., Smith, M. J., Hardy, L., Arthur, C. A., & Hardy, J. (2009). Measurement  of transformational leadership and its 
relationship with team cohesion and performance level. Journal of Applied Sport Psychology, 21, 395-412.
12 
Considers that I have different strengths and abilities from 
others 1 2 3 4 5 
13 Encourages us to be team players 1 2 3 4 5 
14 Expects a lot from us 1 2 3 4 5 
15 
Develops a strong team attitude and spirit among team 
members 1 2 3 4 5 
16 Recognises that different players have different needs 1 2 3 4 5 
17 Leads by example 1 2 3 4 5 
18 Expects us to achieve high standards 1 2 3 4 5 
19 Expresses confidence that goals will be achieved 1 2 3 4 5 
20 Leads from the front whenever he/she can 1 2 3 4 5 
21 Challenges me to think about problems in new ways 1 2 3 4 5 
22 Will not settle for second best 1 2 3 4 5 
23 Gets the team to work together for the same goal 1 2 3 4 5 
24 Leads by “doing” rather than simply “telling” 1 2 3 4 5 
25 Is a good role model for me to follow 1 2 3 4 5 
26 Always recognizes our achievements 1 2 3 4 5 
27 Always expects us to do our best 1 2 3 4 5 
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SOCIAL IDENTITY 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer the following questions as honestly as possible about the relationship between 
yourself and other team members. There are no right or wrong answers. 
  
  Strongly          Neutral                Strongly 
disagree                                     agree 
 
1 I often think about the fact that I am a [name of 
team] team member. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 I feel strong ties to other [name of team] team 
members. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 I find it difficult to form a bond with other [name of 
team] team members. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 Generally, I feel good when I think about myself as a 
[name of team] team member.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 I have a lot in common with other [name of team] 
team members. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
6 Overall, being a [name of team] team member has 
very little to do with how I feel about myself.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 I often regret that I am a [name of team] team 
member.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 I don’t feel a sense of being “connected” with other 
[name of team] team members.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 In general, I’m glad to be a [name of team] team 
member.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
10 In general, being a [name of team] team member is 
an important part of my self-image.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
11 I don’t feel good about being a [name of team] team 
member.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 The fact that I am a [name of team] team member 
rarely enters my mind.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Cameron, J.  E. (2004).  A three factor model of social identity. Self and Identity, 3, 239-262
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COLLECTIVE EFFICACY 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire is concerned with team members’ beliefs in their team’s ability to perform 
common tasks.  
 
Rate your team’s confidence, in terms of the upcoming match or competition, that YOUR TEAM HAS THE ABILITY TO . . .   
                                         Not at All Confident                                                       Extremely Confident 
1 Outplay the 
opposing team 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
2 Resolve conflicts 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
3 Perform under 
pressure 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
4 Be ready 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
5 Show more ability 
than the other 
team 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
6 Be united 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
7 Persist when 
obstacles are 
present 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
8 Demonstrate a 
strong work ethic 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
9 Stay in the game 
when it seems like 
your team isn’t 
getting any breaks 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
10 Play to its 
capabilities 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
11 Play well without 
your best player 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
12 Mentally prepare 
for this competition 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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Short, S. E., & Sullivan, P. (2005). Development and preliminary validation of the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for 
Sports. Measurement  in Physical Education & Exercise Science, 9, 181-202.  
13 Keep a positive 
attitude 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
14 Play more skilfully 
than the opponent 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
15 Perform better than 
the opposing 
team(s) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
16 Show enthusiasm 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
17 Overcome 
distractions 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
18 Physically prepare 
for this competition 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
19 Devise a 
successful strategy 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
20 Maintain effective 
communication 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIP QUALITY 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer all questions as honestly as possible. All answers will be treated in the strictest of 
confidence. 
Please rate the current relationships within the team for each question below.  
 
  Not                                             Extremely        
at all 
1 How satisfied are you with your relationships within 
the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2 How content are you with your relationships within 
the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3 How happy are you with your relationships within the 
team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4 How committed are you to your relationships within 
the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5 How dedicated are you to your relationships within 
the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6 How devoted are you to your relationships within the 
team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7 How warm are your relationships with those you 
operate with within your team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 How close are your relationships within the team? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9 How connected are you to those you operate with 
within your team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
10 How much do you trust those you operate with 
within the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11 How much can you count on those you operate with 
within the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
12 How dependable are those you operate with within 
the team? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Fletcher, G. O., Simpson, J. A., & Thomas, G. (2000). The measurement of perceived relationship quality components: A 
confirmatory factor analytic approach. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin, 26, 340-354. 
                                                       Appendix Six: Pre-/Post Intervention Questionnaires (Study Four)            223	  
 
 
Newton, M., Duda, J. L., & Yin, Z. (2000). Examination of the psychometric properties of the Perceived Motivational 
Climate in Sport Questionnaire- 2 in a sample of female athletes.  Journal of Sports Sciences, 18, 275-
 
PERCEIVED MOTIVATIONAL CLIMATE 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Please read each of the statements below and respond to each in terms of how you view your 
team.  Please respond as honestly as possible and recall that there are no right or wrong answers. 
  Strongly  
Disagree 
Disagree Not Sure/ 
Neutral 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 On this team, the coach wants us to try new skills. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2 On this team, each player contributes in some important 
way. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3 On this team, the coach believes that all of us are crucial 
to the success of the team. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4 On this team, players feel good when they try their best. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5 On this team, players at all skill levels have an important 
role on the team. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6 On this team, players help each other learn. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
7 On this team, the coach makes sure players improve 
skills they’re not good at. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8 On this team, players feel successful when they improve. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 On this team, each player has an important role. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
10 On this team, trying hard is rewarded. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
11 On this team, the coach encourages players to help each 
other 
1 2 3 4 5 
12 On this team, the coach emphasizes always trying your 
best. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13 On this team, players are encouraged to work on their 
weaknesses. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14 On this team, the focus is to improve each 
game/practice. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15 On this team, the players really ‘work together’ as a 
team. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16 On this team, each player feels as if they are an 
important team member. 
1 2 3 4 5 
17 On this team, the players help each other to get better 
and excel. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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TEAM ENVIRONMENT 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: This questionnaire is concerned with your beliefs about other team members’ behaviours and 
actions. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too long on any one item and choose the answer that 
best describes your views about how your team works.  
                                                                                                                           Strongly                             Strongly 
                                                                                                                           disagree                             agree 
1 My team members spent time discussing our team’s purpose, goals, 
and expectations for the rugby season. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2 My team members discuss our team’s main tasks and objectives to 
ensure that we have a fair understanding. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3 My team members devise action plans and time schedules that allow 
for meeting our team’s goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4 My team members talk enthusiastically about our team’s progress. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 My team members recognise each other’s accomplishments and hard 
work. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6 My team members give encouragement to other team members who 
seem frustrated. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7 Team members are encouraged to speak up to test assumptions 
about issues under discussion. 
1 2 3 4 5 
8 Team members have a real say in how this team carries out its work. 1 2 3 4 5 
9 Every team member has a chance to participate and provide input. 1 2 3 4 5 
10 My team members support everyone actively participating in decision 
making. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
Carson, J. B., Tesluck, P. E., Marrone, J. A. (2007). Shared leadership in teams: An investigation of antecedent conditions 
and performance. Academy of Management Journal, 50, 1217-1254.
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TEAM LEARNING 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please read each of the statements below and respond to each in terms of how you view your 
team. Please respond as honestly as possible and recall that there are no right or wrong answers. 
 
Breso, I., Gracia, F. J., Latorre, F., & Peiro, J. M. (2008). Development and validation of the Team Learning 
Questionnaire. Comportamento Organizacional E Gestao, 14, 145-160. 
 
  Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Not Sure/ 
Neutral 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 Mistakes are openly discussed in order to learn from them 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Differences between real and expected performance are 
critically and constructively analyzed 
1 2 3 4 5 
3 The lessons learned are made available to all the members of 
this team 
1 2 3 4 5 
4 Actions are taken to continuously improve 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Even when an error is caught in time, people are still told 
about it, so it doesn’t happen again 
1 2 3 4 5 
6 Different points of view are expressed openly and sincerely 1 2 3 4 5 
7 People are encouraged to ask “why”, regardless of their rank 1 2 3 4 5 
8 The points of view of others are listened to 1 2 3 4 5 
9 “Two-way” communication (coach-player and player-coach) is 
frequently used 
1 2 3 4 5 
10 We learn from each other 1 2 3 4 5 
11 Knowledge is shared among the different team members 1 2 3 4 5 
12 Teamwork is encouraged as a way of learning from others 1 2 3 4 5 
13 In group discussions, everyone’s opinion  is taken into 
consideration 
1 2 3 4 5 
14 Our coach supports and encourages any requests for training 
and learning 
1 2 3 4 5 
15 Our coach continuously looks for learning opportunities  for 
himself or any team member 
1 2 3 4 5 
16 Our coach uses different strategies to encourage team 
members to acquire new knowledge (e.g., assigning new 
roles) 
1 2 3 4 5 
17 Our coach tries to anticipate what knowledge we are going to 
need to acquire in order to do our jobs in the future 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please now give your completed questionnaires back to Paul. 
The questionnaire on the next page will be completed before your next match.
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SPORT EMOTIONS 
INSTRUCTIONS: Below you will find a list of words that describe a range of feelings that sport performers may experience. 
Please read each one carefully and indicate on the scale next to each item how you feel right now, at this moment, in relation to 
the upcoming competition. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one item, but choose the 
answer which best describes your feelings right now in relation to the upcoming competition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit Extremely 
Uneasy  0 1 2 3 4 
Upset  0 1 2 3 4 
Exhilarated 0 1 2 3 4 
Irritated  0 1 2 3 4 
Pleased 0 1 2 3 4 
Tense  0 1 2 3 4 
Sad  0 1 2 3 4 
Excited  0 1 2 3 4 
Furious 0 1 2 3 4 
Joyful  0 1 2 3 4 
Nervous  0 1 2 3 4 
Unhappy 0 1 2 3 4 
Enthusiastic  0 1 2 3 4 
Annoyed  0 1 2 3 4 
Cheerful 0 1 2 3 4 
Apprehensive  0 1 2 3 4 
Disappointed 0 1 2 3 4 
Energetic 0 1 2 3 4 
Angry  0 1 2 3 4 
Happy  0 1 2 3 4 
Anxious  0 1 2 3 4 
Dejected 0 1 2 3 4 
Jones, M. V., Lane, A. M. , Bray, S. R., Uphill, M., & Catlin, J. (2005). Development and 
validation of the sport emotion questionnaire. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 
27, 405-431.  
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Please now give your completed questionnaires back to Paul. 
The questionnaire on the next page will be completed at your next training session.
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TEAM ATTRIBUTIONS 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please answer all questions as honestly as possible. All answers will be treated in the strictest of 
confidence. 
 
What was the major cause of the result of the game you have just played? 
 
Now please complete the following questions: Think about the reason you have written above. The items below 
concern your impressions or opinions of this cause or causes of your team’s outcome. Please circle one number for 
each of the following scales. 
 
Is the cause(s) something: 
 
1 Caused by an aspect of your 
team 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Caused by an aspect of the 
situation 
2 Your team can do something 
about 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Your team can do nothing 
about 
3 Permanent 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Temporary 
4 Your team can control 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Your team cannot control 
5 Controllable by people 
outside your team 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which no-one has 
control 
6 Within the team 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Outside the team 
7 That is stable over time 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 That varies over time 
8 Under the power of people 
outside the team 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not under the power of 
people outside the team 
9 Due to your team 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Due to factors outside your 
team 
10 Over which your team has 
power 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Over which your team has no 
power 
11 Unchangeable 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Changeable 
12 People outside the team can 
regulate 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 People outside the team can 
not regulate 
13 About your team 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 About the situation 
14 Controllable by your team 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not controllable by your team 
15 Constant across games 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Changes from game to game 
16 Determined by people outside 
the team 
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Not determined by people 
outside the team 
	  
Greenlees, I., Lane, A., Thelwell, R., Holder, T., & Hobson, G. (2009). Team referent attributions among sport 
performers. Research Quarterly for Exercise & Sport, 76, 477-487. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
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[Name of Team] 1st XV Team’s ‘Black Book’ & Team 
Protocols 
 
 
 
Team Vision: Train with an intensity that will allow you to be an 
effective team member and be able to contribute to the team in a 
positive way. We learn from our mistakes and aim to make 
ourselves better on the pitch physically and mentally.  
 
2013/14 season goal: 
Achieve play-off position or above. 
 
[Name of Team]  – Coaching Team. 
Director of rugby – XXXX 
Manager – XXXX 
Head coach – XXXX 
Player coach – XXXX 
Captain – XXXX 
 
Introductory Note: 
 
Clive Woodward’s 2003 World Cup winning England team created their ‘Black Book’ 
of protocols to agree how the team would operate. The purpose of our own ‘Black 
Book’ is to identify the good practice needed to promote a high level of preparation 
and to focus on how to withstand the forthcoming challenges during season. This will 
be required to meet our goals and deal with challenging situations. 
 
Warm Ups 
• On training nights players will be expected to start training at 7.25pm 
• Each player is responsible for stretching before training and being ready to 
‘switch on’. 
• On match days, individual players should also take responsibility to prepare 
themselves in line with their own personal needs.  
• All training sessions and match day match day warm ups will start with a team 
run around half of the pitch. This will be done as a group and will indicate the 
time to ‘switch on’. 
 
Administration and Communication 
• Players should arrive at training at 7.25pm having already seen the physio 
and taped up if necessary. 
• If players are going to be late for training or a match day, please ring Ian or 
Dan as early as possible. 
Club	  Logo	  here	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Selection 
This will occur on the Tuesday night of each week and announced on Facebook & 
team noticeboard. 
 
Match Preparation  
Prepare your body in the right physical and mental state that will help you to achieve 
your personal goal for the game ahead. If I know I have prepared my body for the 
game then I will be able to give my best performance possible for the day. I will not 
be the one to let the team down by not preparing. 
 
Night before: 
• Be sensible and a get a good night’s sleep. 
• Have a meal that is carbohydrate-based. 
Match Day: 
• Breakfast: eat what you normally would have in the week. 
• Relax as much as possible to conserve energy. 
• Eat something light in advance of the game. 
• Make sure you hydrate by drinking a few litres of water (away matches are a 
good time to hydrate on the bus) 
• Be organised with kit preparation and think about personal role on the pitch 
Arriving at ground (Home) 
• Arrive at least 1hr 45mins before kick-off. 
• Team meeting will be 1 hour before kick-off. 
• Warm up will begin 50 minutes before kick-off. 
• Individual stretching and preparation (e.g. skills) should have been completed 
by then.  
• Kicking practice 
• Line out throwing  
• Team to run out together when going for kick off, staying tight as a group 
together  
• During the match, the team manager and subs will be responsible for 
distributing drinks to players when an opportunity arises. 
Arriving at ground (Away) 
1. The team should arrive 1hr 45mins before kick-off. 
2. It is preferable that all team members travel on the bus together. Please 
contact Gavin in advance if you will be travelling separately. 
3. Stretch when you arrive after a long journey. 
4. Players are responsible for their own drinks and food preparation. 
5. The rest of the warm up procedure will be the same as home matches. 
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Half Time:  
 
1. When half time whistle blows, ensure the team jogs as a team together, 
staying tight together whether winning or losing at the time 
2. Use the first couple of minutes to rehydrate and recover. 
3. Ian will provide feedback and guidance to the backs, Dan will provide 
feedback to the forwards. 
4. After this, team leaders will speak about overall team strategy & tactics in the 
second half. 
5. Following this, others will have the opportunity to speak. 
 
Building a resilient team & dealing with pressurized situations: 
We are bound to face setbacks and challenging periods during the season. How 
these are handled is the mark of a resilient, effective team. 
 
Communication 
During setbacks and challenging situations, it is important to communicate correctly. 
Opponents will be quick to spot cracks and any loss of spirit. It is even more 
important to communicate properly as follows: 
 
• The captain and leadership group have responsibility for ensuring that 
communication is occurring 
• During pressurized situations, we use our protocols on communication (i.e., 
selected units briefly meet; focus on next tasks, next phase of play) 
• If someone makes a mistake, provide support for that player and how they 
can correct it next time. Avoid blame!  
• If you are the one to make a mistake, put your hand up and move on. Get it 
right next time 
• Teams that communicate during setbacks are more resilient than those that 
don’t 
 
Losing possession 
Our game is built around keeping the ball. One of our triggers to remind the team 
about this is:  “ICE”.  
 
• If we lose the ball, focus on your role and your task.  
• Focus on executing the basics technically correctly to get the ball back.  
• Fire and determination to win the ball back but “cool heads”. 
• Use positive body language. 
 
Sin-binning 
• Players should be aware of the need to adapt to the situation and be aware 
that the 14 players on the pitch will have to step up. Extra emphasis on not 
committing to the ruck defensively. 
• If it happens, it happens . . .  use a ‘move on’ mentality. 
• Put into place contingency plans 
 
                                             Appendix Seven: Team ‘Protocols’ (Study Four) 	  
	  	  
233 
Conceding early scores 
Remember we still have a large proportion of the game to play. We must re-group, 
have ‘cool heads’, briefly discuss what is happening and have a positive reaction to 
this. It is important to focus on ‘resetting’ play. Agreed positive behaviours in this 
situation: 
• Focus on your own role and ‘reset’ your focus – what is your key task. Focus 
on executing that well 
• Communicate to others about executing their tasks well (e.g. catch ball from 
the restart following a score) 
• Call positively if you are the person to catch the ball from the restart following 
a score – make it 
• Show a positive reaction and never show frustration in front of opposition – 
focus on ourselves 
• Focus on one thing that led to their score – reinforce personal responsibility 
 
Player injury 
Adapt and focus on the players we have on the pitch. The Captain & coaching team 
will communicate any changes. 
 
• Agreed positive behaviours in this situation: 
• Injuries will happen, sometimes to key players, accept it. It is the same for all 
teams 
• We will practise losing key players in training to build squad depth 
• Practise decisionmaking in this situation to focus on change of roles 
• Ensure you support players stepping in as replacements – make them feel at 
home 
• New players that join the squad should be welcomed and quickly establish 
communication around team game plan, roles, protocols. 
 
Poor discipline 
Have a personal word with yourself and remember you are letting your teammates 
down. Focus on what the team needs. 
Agreed Positive Behaviours in this situation: 
• Always think of the team first – soft penalties and poor discipline costs the 
team 
• If a player gives away a penalty have a ‘get on with it’ mentality – move on 
• Avoid blame 
• Communicate with the referee professionally – clarify decision and move on. 
 
Poor refereeing 
It’s the same for both sides. We have got to play the ref and play by his laws. Keep a 
cool head and adapt to his style of refereeing. 
Agreed Positive Behaviours: 
• Do not show frustration at referee, no swearing, this will cost the team 
• Communicate with referee before the game, clarify scrum and expectations 
• Be proactive and ensure referee sees opponent fouls if necessary 
• If there is any very poor refereeing, the management will pursue this after 
matches through proper channels. Do not get involved, this will cost the team. 
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On-field Leadership and Decisionmaking 
 
• This is practised during training. The Leadership Group has primary 
responsibility for ensuring key decisions are taken (e.g., decision when a 
penalty in pressurized moments) to ensure clarity and structure of decisions.   
• Game-related training will occur each week to practise difficult situations and 
forthcoming game plans. 
 
Remember . . . during the season, there will be challenges. This is 
inevitable. How we handle these will determine our success and 
progress as a team. 
“The strength of each team is each individual member. The strength of each member 
is the team”. 
Phil Jackson, former coach of the Chicago Bulls. 
“The secret of winning football games is working more as a team, less as 
individuals. I play not my 11 best, but my best 11.” 
 
Knute Rockne (College Football Hall of Fame Coach) 
 
“ . . . all the time we were learning, filing away the knowledge gained from 
disappointment and setbacks.” 
 Jonny Wilkinson (England 2003 World Cup Winner) 
 
“I think the difference is about applying skills under pressure and maximising 
the unstructured opportunities that come your way.”  
Head Coach, England Rugby, Stuart Lancaster. 
 
“The majority of tries in modern rugby come from turnover ball or kick returns 
– unstructured situations. We recognise those situations, but we need to get 
better at executing them. We have still got some work to do on that. But I don’t 
think the gap is massive.”   Stuart Lancaster.
 
“The desire to play for each other and play for the shirt can take you to a place 
10 or 15 per cent further than you’ve been before.” 
Stuart Lancaster. 
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Extracts from Leadership Group Feedback and Reflections on Shared Leadership 
Phase of Team Resilience Intervention Throughout the Season 
	  
Early Phase of Shared Leadership Intervention for Team Resilience 
	  
----Original Message----- 
From: XXXX [Captain]  
Sent: 16 December 2013 09:58 
To: Paul Morgan 
Subject:  
 
Hi Paul, 
 
the leadership group is definitely helping the squad, we seem to have a more 'team' feel at the 
moment. I think there is less pressure on myself as captain because other people are taking on 
more responsibility on match days. This is also meaning there are only a few people talking 
and the key messages are clearer. 
 
The way we are reacting to conceding scores is improving as well, having the focus on the 
next phase seems to be resetting our mind-set. 
 
The results are helping this as well making people buy into what we are doing a bit more. 
 
 
From: XXX [Leadership Group Member] 
Date: Thursday, 19 December 2013 14:25 
To: Paul Morgan  
Subject: RE: Leadership Group 
 
Hi Paul, 
it's been really beneficial having a leadership group and doing the work that we've been 
doing. From my point of view - 
• It has given me a sense of responsibility/importance within the team; being part of the 
leadership group makes me feel like I need to perform well to bring people with me. 
• Creates a more structured and professional approach to games which I think is then 
demonstrated in our attitude towards the game and training. 
• Increased levels of communication between coaches and players, start to get out what 
people want to be looking at, adding to further development. Also start to see and 
think like each other, creates a togetherness. 
• This leads on from the above point but everyone starts to fight for each other and wants to 
get the win for everyone else. 
• Leading on again it has created a resilience within the team, leadership group talking about 
personal standards in defence and attack, the communication has been better between 
players. 
• Helps develop a responsibility of sharing workload in the team. 
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From: XXX 
Date: Thursday, 19 December 2013 16:37 
To: Paul Morgan  
Subject: RE: Leadership Group 
 
I think the positivity of the squad as a whole has been raised and we are not as quick to jump 
on each other’s back when something goes wrong. I know the visualisation of what to do 
after conceding a try has helped my game and it’s clear to see the effects on everyone else 
too. It just gives the team a clear collective goal for a short period of time and we scored 
shortly after conceding last week, which was fantastic to see.  
In order for this progress to continue we need to keep meeting pre-training and maybe if you 
could attend a pre-match meeting with us that could be beneficial? I keep trying to push for a 
video session as I think this is a great way for us all to bond with the guys and on a playing 
level its just takes someone to see how they are performing a skill wrong for them to change 
it. I think on the field we are acting as more of a leadership group than all the players looking 
at [Captain] for advice. As a group, encouraging and calming player where necessary. We 
had around 30 at the court [social] session which just reflects on how positive the atmosphere 
is at the club.  
 
 
 
Leadership Group Reflection Towards the End of Season 
 
Date: Wednesday, 5 March 2014 15:30 
 
Leadership Group Member 1: The progress we have made as a team is great to see and be a 
part of, this season was always going to be difficult in my eyes; 
 
• The consistency we are starting to get throughout the team is starting to pay off, with 
the same players playing and turning up to training, everyone's starting to get a good 
understanding of their role within the team. 
 
• XXXX was a good result against a team that have pushed most teams all the way 
this season, the fact we were able to be patient and not panic shows just how far we 
have come as a team. 
 
• It would be really interesting to start getting some stats from the videos of the games, 
i.e. how many lineouts lost in opposition 22, 2 on 1's missed, scrums lost, handling 
errors in opposition 22. The main one for me is the lineout because this gives us great 
attacking set piece and our patterns of play all stem from it. 
• I think some players still lack that bit of confidence in their own ability, need to try 
and bring that out of people, tendency to just move the ball on. Need to continue to 
share the workload throughout the team. 
  
Leadership Group Member 2: I generally agree and was pleased with the result and the way 
we ground out the victory and bonus point. I suppose my main frustration with the 
performance stemmed from some of the areas where we seem to keep getting things wrong, 
namely: 
Line out was pretty poor and disrupted our flow 
Lack of control in the red zone - I think we left a lot of points on the pitch 
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Discipline - we still gave away far too many 'soft' penalties (in attack and defence) from my 
point of view 
Agree with Mark that there aren't any 'easy' games in this league and we're still developing as 
a team, so all in all a good result.  
 
 
Leadership Group Member 3: As we spoke about pre-match, they were and are a very good 
*team* in that league. They’ve no x-factor but they’re well drilled and difficult to break 
down. In football terms, they stick 10 men behind the ball and play on the counter attack and 
I felt we nullified them in possession and when opportunities arose we took our chances 
(most the time). Obviously we know there’s another gear or two but to grind out a bonus 
point win deserves more praise than negativity. 
 
We’re building a team and there now appears to be more cohesion and understanding 
amongst the group of responsibilities and expectations. Looking ahead this weekend has the 
potential to be another banana-skin but there’s absolutely no reason why we can’t build on 
the form we’ve shown since around November time with another strong performance. 
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Team resilience development 
program 
 
Unit 3: Team learning 
 
 
1.3: What is team learning in competitive sport? 
   
 
 
“  
 
 
• Team learning occurs when 
all team members are on the 
same wavelength during 
pressurised situations. 
 
• Team learning is a 
continuous process of 
reflection and action among 
team members. 
• It is the sustained effort to 
reflect, organise new 
knowledge and to take action 
for future performances. 
Stuart Lancaster is 
embedding a learning 
approach..listen to his 
comments about focusing 
on improving the processes 
underpinning performance 
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1.7: Benefits of team learning 
!  “Personally, I never doubted 
myself or the team. On top of 
that, we always felt we learnt 
something from each of our 
losses. It may sound strange, 
but I really think each one 
[loss] helped us.” Richard 
Hill (2006) 
1.8: Benefits of adopting a learning culture during challenging situations 
 
1.  Team resilience is strengthened 
by learning from the shared 
experiences of team members 
2.  Team members develop a 
shared knowledge pool about 
how to organise themselves 
effectively during pressurised 
situations. 
3.  A learning approach helps teams 
focus on the positives and future 
improvement. 
The All Blacks adopted a learning 
culture to think as a unit during 
challenging situations 
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Bottom Line 
!  Successful teams don’t get fewer setbacks, 
they just deal with them well. 
!  Simple team learning strategies can be 
adopted to build team resilience by making 
tough situations quicker & easier to get 
through. 
!  Team learning only occurs when the WHOLE 
team is committed to it and on the same 
wavelength about how to withstand setbacks. 
 
HW RFC Exercise 2 
Practical exercise to promote team learning 
at RFC 
 
1.  At training, spend some time reflecting each week in 
your backs and forwards units – keep talking to each 
other with how the previous game went/how to 
improve.  
2.  Following any setbacks or poor parts of the last match, 
how might you prevent it from happening again? What 
lessons will you take forward? 
3.  Game related training: break down technical/tactical 
parts of the game and rehearse these under pressure. 
Practising under pressure will transfer to the next 
match.  
 
